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(wit darmw lit tfif wt) titvk «rt uumf sm anrfl ftc? «n urtu ffhc ttFu^-tt 1 ? 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 

(other than the Ministry of Defence) 


fwfw , ntpr wnf vnsnr 

(f*F« vtd ftona) 

^ faveff, 15 wtor, lost 

Vd° Rlv 1311 t — 6 1 ■i 0*1 19 56 % fn<r*r 6 ®f* 

ipjHTvi if ww snrftppRV sro jw ^«ch ^ "TOft t ft lit ato- 
rr "n^ftarr wi wfiwsnr, iwt •PHfap a 

vtfasdft vt ftrnr %■ Phut 4 % srlfa ^ w «vtr 
ifr fatf ftVT | 'F4)i4t n^ir h wtpi % Pf*; 

ipt a fttjfr ftnn -rrt< i 

2 . TR vgflR fflrrtl % if pFjfcT TT falft STFK 

itt wrcta w tm*FT % Vtaff for ^ vft^R faftpr ir 

TFT <Nt 3 TPT I 

[tfo ("fio 5 ( 7 l)/ 80 -*HTo] 
ifto iwj, fwt mliitrtl 

MINISTRY OF LAW, JUSTICE AND COMPANY AFFAIRS 
(Department of l egal Affairs) 

NOTICE 

New Delhi, the 15th April, 1981 

S.O. 1311.— Notice is heteby given by the Competent 
Authority in pursuance of rule 6 of the Notaries Rule 1956, 


that application has been made lo ihc said Aulhority, under 
mle 4 of the said Rules, by Shri Bolmal Gurushidappa Chan- 
dobaseppa. Advocate, District BeJgavam, Karnataka State for 
appointment as a Notary lo practise in the State of Kama, 
taka. 


2, Any objection to the appointment of ihe said person as 
» Notary may be submitted in writing to the undersigned 
v.rthin^ fourteen days of the publication of this Notice. 

tNo. F. 5(71)/80-JudI.l 
S. GOOPTU, Competent Aulhority. 


fair let <i 


(tfttfy fTWTrt) 

wf ftwft, 2 nf , 1981 




w- an. 1312 . —zfcjftzr zn^rr, ?ftoMn=?fr aTfttffftrrr, 

1962 (1962 ffif 62) rft «FRT 7 ^ tjRff (efi) JFFR 

^ tit Rrftrr ^ref fTT , ft t tt ?.r tprmrr 

(writ »Vr sfrFT fsnFrff) srfHjrr^TTT FT. 75/76-*fa7- 
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THE GATE TIE OF i\UA : MAV 2, 1981/VAISAKT-TA 12, 1903 [Part II— StC. 3(iii] 


(nfftr 3 Tf?nt 1975 9ft fHutV.fw ark ftsfftnr 
TfiTcftt, aroffr : — 

srftT?r^n t uTpr^tr Tnruff ir ^rij ft snrftrrr 
9 m *f. 2 =£ Tnuft, Fctw 3 4ft *nf (^) *r, wire ( 5 ) 
i; tutt < 17 , forokiforo vis ^wft, aruftr .— 

' ' ( 5 ) wrft ttt knft fr?F ? t^ t tffinK vr| 

Kft itt 3jhnr $ ty Tftff ?f sfftr ft fTfirfftr 

_ , _. . fi 1 j 

grror ; 

[9T97 116/81-ftftTT-^mF TT ft . 4P1 7 

si/so-ftBrnmi 7 ] 
99 . 7$. 9ftTT, jtF^t 
MINISTRY OF FINANCE 

(Department of Revenue) 

New Delhi, the 2nd May, 1981 
CUSTOMS 

S.O. 1312. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(a) of Section 7 of the Customs Act, 1962, (52 of 1962), the 
Central Government hereby makes the following further 
amendments in the notification of the Government of India 
in the Ministry of Finance (Department of Revenue and 
Insurance) No. 75/75 Customs dated the 3rd Tuly, 1975, 
namely : — 

In the Tabic annexed to the said notification, against serial 
No. 2 relating to Jaipur, in column 3, in item (b), 

for sub-item (v) the following sub-item shall be subs- 
tituted, namely: — 

“(v) textile fabrics of cotton, or of silk, whether natu- 
ral or man-made or both, and materials manu- 
factured therefrom;”. 

Explanatory Note — The present amendment seeks to allow 
exports by air from Jaipm of textile fabrics and articles manu- 
factured from textile fabrics e.g. readymade garments and 
other textile made-ups'. 

N. K. KAPUR. Under Secy. 
[No. 115/81-CustOMs. F. No. 481/81/80-Cus-VlT] 

(mtWv 9ff«f Bwo) 

(iWu hutu) 

Of fowft, 14 W&T, 1981 

91(0 #ffo 1313. — Tmjfttfvf $T (HJpspfi ftft Hlftft T9- 
irwr) uUfit 1970 oft urn 3 9ft mtrm (n) % nynyi ft 
%vff)9 n wr, 9) 99° 9TT° 9919(99 % TUFT TT fft9T ftsrBU, 
wTfftr Tuf frnTo (#f %9 win), nf fftor % ftijfo nku ftt 
ftfo 4Vo rtTipff ^ TftrFT $9 % fftftwo: % wr Sr ffttjw 

Tlftt | I 

[fto tpfio 9/5/8 l-ftt°9f)°-l ( l)] 

(Department of Economic Affatrs) 

(Banking Division) 

New Delhi, the 14th April, 1981 

S.O. 1313.— In pursuance of sub-clause (h) of clause 3 of 
the Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous Provi- 
sions) Scheme, 1970, the Central Government hereby appoints 
Shri V. P. Sawhney. Joint Secretary, Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Economic Affairs (Backing Division), New 
Delhi, us n Director of the Indian Bank vice Shri N. R. Ranga- 
nathan. 


99° srT° 1314. — TF^t-TEO (w tffr 9#>T 99- 
Sffff) 9t99T 1970 9ft OTTT 3 9ft 3WFJ (9) ftt KfWr if 
«9f,'9 9/900, vf, ,jo„ 3TP'o T.T 9 H 9 >£ *9 7 97 fitFT 99(99, atlfftT 

TrdfftRFr (ftlfto snrm), of fftftt ft ftijgo offto aft ftt° 4)° 
Tmpft ftr mrppnr lfftiR ftrorftt.T 4' % fftkrr ft *9 ft fftooo 
•p * eft ^ I ] 

[r • ittro 9/s/s 1^4tot(fto - 1 ( 2 )] 

S.O, 1314 — In pursuance o r sub-clause (h) of clause 3 of 
1 he Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous Provi- 
s ! ons) Scheme. 1970, the Central Government hereby appoints 
5hri V. P. Sawhney, Joint Secretary. Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Economic Affairs (Banking Division), New 
Delhi as a Dhector of fV Indian Overseas Bank vice Shri 
N. R. Ranganathan. 

[No. F. 9/5/8' no. i (2)1 
9ft 1 0 Tlfto, 1981 

ftD STTo 1315. — TT'^tW’T ftft (Wt tftr SEW 
T997R) ftt99T 1980 9ft OTTl 3 tft TTORT (ir) ^ H^TF«T 
ft ftrfth (RW; Sir TOTo WTO 7rrr4T«FT ift PThT 97 ftrar ftdPPT, 
trrffttr >T 9 ft fT 9 T 9 (fthtnr sntm), ^ Tf^pr nfrt «ft 

rfto tftfsRT 4ft 930*1 ffftr t^r % [rV^rr mr 

ft fft^rr ttwI | i 

[ftWT t(91o 9 / 5 / 31 -ftrotfto-i] 
sto *0 ftfFgutpft, TT TTfftT 

New Delhi, the 16th April, 1981 

S.O. 1315. — In puniuance of sub-clause (h) of clause 3 of 
the Na'ionalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous Provi- 
sions) Scheme, 1980, the Central Government hereby appoints 
Shri V. K. Dikshit, Joint Secretary. Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Economic Affairs (Banking Division), New 
Delhi as a Director of the Punjab and Sind Bank vice Shri 
N. R. Ranganathan. 

[No. F. 9/5/81-BO. I] 
C. W. MTRCHANDANI, Dy. Secy. 

9# 1 5 1981 

Wl° 1316. — «fwrft fftfft9Tr WfaffpET, 1949 
(1949 90 10) 9ft erm 53 5TTT 9TtO ilTffTftf 90 99)9 Tift 

jtr, 9T90T, nrrefar Pea 4 99i *lft (u'wP'vi qr (fn^aKi 

9?T 907 ft I fqr 999, 9fftPl99 9ft tfttpft 99pJ5ft % 

99 ft V % 9(9 Tftno ftroftt ( 9 ) ^ TBtm, 31 ftlUHf, 1980 
9ft fkftt ^ 5PJ9TT #9K fqtft rpf, fftPTfirftlTT $ gTmtft, 
TT, T9 fttol 99 WFJ Off 99 999 >99 9 ft TEOfRI 99T 9ft- 
rrmfk 9fW 9ft 99 4 ^ ft^f) Tofthf (ii), (iii) 9 V; (v) 

% 9T9ft 5FT7 fft TPTO ft fl9fT9T 99T 9"9 T9 T9Uft4 imftftT 
ffttgff ^ 9TJirr9S9 9 ^TiTr'rr i T9 ttoW % 9^9 fftft 94 
fftftjff 90 9T9T JJpo qfronfft ftr T9T7 999 ft fW4T 99T S’ : — 

1. Ijftm 9T9! ^ftor 

2. $97 WTT <fT91 

3. ft^pr v [ a, iTi'm i 
4 - -'1 1 

5. 9T97 TOEW ftT 1 " 

6 . 9T95 HWTTP^ 

7. ftltRftHFTT^Tr 

8. sTTai ^(fttO 

0. IJOTlftr 90Tft99 #9r 
1 0. ^999919 

[ftWT 1 5 ( 9 ) / 8 1-ftf oftto-Hf J 


[No. F. 9 /5^81-BO. 1(1)] 
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New Delhi, the 15th Apiil. 19M1 

8,0, 1316. — In exeicise of the powers conferred by Section 
53 of the Blinking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), the 
Central Government on the recommendation of the Reerve 
Bank of India, hereby declares that the piovisions of Note (f) 
appended to the f orm ‘A’ in the Third Schedule to the said 
Act shall not apply to the following banks, viz : — 

1. Union Bank of India 

2. Bank of India 

3. Central Bank of India 

4. Dena Bank 

5. Bank of Rajasthan Ltd. 

6. Bank of Maharashtra 

7. Punjab National Bank 

8. Bank of Cochin Ltd. 

9. United Commercial Bank 

10. Allahabad Bank. 

In lesjtect of their balance-sheet as on the 31st December 
1980, which when the value shown in the inner column against 
any of the sub-heads (ii), (iii), (iv) and (v) of the item 4 of 
the Propeity and Assets side of the said Form exceeds the 
market value of the investments under that sub-head, shows 
separately wi hin brackets the market value of the investment! 
under that sub-head. 

(No. 15(9) /81-B.O, III] 
fat faTO, 1G dlfa, 10 81 

wto mi® 1 3 1 7 — r3wrff Wrm wftrfSrrTTr, 1049 
( 1 949 ft! 10) TO HRT 53 IRT TOW Stfarfa W TOTH TTO 
jff, ‘kfifi’rr htott, ffafa 4V wi to, to^ski 

TO TOtot toTO £ fa TPfrr srferffarH TO trnr io *4 ^ wtt 
‘TOfr TOwr tot fa°, to 3i ht4, 1982 to (tp[ 

HlflfijW i 

[fawr 15( to)/8t-TO°TO°-IJI] 

ff4° TO° tot, tot faro 

New Delhi, the 16th April, 1981 

S.O. 1317.— In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 
53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), the 
Central Government, on the recommendation of the Reserve 
Bank of India hereby declares that the provisions of Section 
10B of the said Act shall not apply to the Bari Doab Bank 
Ltd., Hoshiarpur, till the 31st March, 1982. 

INo, 15(10)/81-B.O. HI] 

N. D. BATRA, Under Secy. 

efflftn WtT* (Tttdfnfwtr 

2 6 HT=4, 1981 

4TT° sjto 1318- — TOjffa SjffT faTHRTO, 19 44 % 

faro 5 aror vrferof to toBt tTO jtt, jf, ^ 

famfa, 4*u(psl, "IfTAiiO't. TO34ff4T, 4H% JTTT TOafa 

TOTR STFH : 4TOWI, % BfITO tTHTi^lT TO TOrfa 

f-wuTa’fr, 1944 % faro s 6 -^ff ( i ) % sttoTOt if) fa; tnniprf 

TO sifwff TO *(7T^r fan aifror ttot f i 

[STftT'JTOT H° 2/ 4 °tJoIJo/l981 917° H°-1V ( 8) I-$ ° T°/8 l] 

fa ,1 H/T 0 <9q|fa, HhT^TO 

OFFICE OF THE COLLECTOR OF CENTRAL EXCISE 

Calcutta, the 26th March, 1981 

A.O. 1318.— In exercise of the powers conferred upon me by 
Rule 5 of the Central Excise Rules, 1944, I, Shri R, N, 
Rangwani Collector of Central Excise, Calcutta hereby autho- 


fa 2, 198l/$HrW 12, 1903 

rise he Assistant Collector, Central Excise, Calcutta, to exer- 
cise the powers of the Collector under Rule 56-C<l) of the 
Ccn'ral Excise Rules, 1944, in their respective jurisdiction. 

[Notification No. 2|CE|1981]C. No. 1V(3) 1-CE|181] 
B. N. RANGWANI, Collector 

3nfv,Tcr srrrcnr 

(PtfaWT fadTH') 

fa fafat, G fad, 1981 

ItloW.’o 1319. — 4PT dfaffam, 1953 ( 1953 TO 29) 

TO NRT 9 TOtfirT ( 1 ) 5HT as r n Hfadfa TO SfUBT 4Tfa 
Jff sffafa HTTOT ffHTORT TO ff4° tft° fTOT, BfTTO ffffa, 
hr TO 1 far, i98i h wonTO strut 5)4 mp nffar, 
HR • ' 5 TO 4 ffajTO ai vrfl ^ I 

[7fWTT-12013(2)/81- c m4 (ff)] 

ro TOd, TO ffffa 

MINISTRY OF COMMERCE 
(Deptt. of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 6 th April, 1981 

SO. 1319. — In -xereise of the powers confer, ej by sub- 
section (1) of Section 9 of the Tea Act, 1953 (29 of 1953), 
the Central Government hereby appoints Shri N. D. Mitra, 
Assistant Secretary, Tea Board, as Secretary, Tea Board with 
effect from 1st April, 1981 until further order. 

[No. K-12013(2) /Bl-PIant (A)) 

A. GHOSH, Dy. Secy. 

fan fTOiro srmrn-fnqfa to etrtfwn 

wifar 

fafTOTO, 16 srifa, 1981 

TOo«(t° 13 2 0— — TJR fa faTO 4TTR°r TO 4To, 51, 
HRIfffiTSO-iM 4^, HTTTH TO B^ftnn/fTOTJT (I WRo rf)o 
% T4 WTW ^ fwu, 1 3,52,900 TOtf ijTO TO U4T 
2028 271, ft4l47 2 5-1-79 34(4 f4>4T 
TOT 4T I TO ^[44T ^ TO4 iiiRrfu ^ITT 

WTOTO faa'i8' J i STfff fiftli) '41 tflOT ffpnp sufiixaO % a m 441^(1 
toto ficn tfrr *ft ' 394)9 4 "i 1 ,j , (991 tt 4f 1 1 W47 

4Vp4 TOJTO Mivid 8?) U-jfi-ll'l ^ST ftf4TO fTOfTO Stfil 'XTfl 
TO4 4 faff XFjTttr fiTOT t I 

2. to 4 Wfffffr % rrmfa 4 nroft ffroror far fa, 51, 

9WPjffaTO4 1 ^) 4 , TOTH 4 TO PS H ff4T »PTH TO eifiTO fTOT 
^ I Wu'lgfffllSU’)' ^ fa HIliiH H W-fa TOT 20 282 71, faffa 
25-1-79 fa 1 ffH ffST fafaTO 5(fa WT fff ^ Hlfat fad ^ 

fa TO4 HTTOH TPT faffdT 2028271, fit -I fa 2 5-1-1979 Hfa 
ffw tpT fafaro irfa fftran it tt to) i 

3. Hfaft 4TTTTOT (fa 5f°, 51, HTHT^fWHH HITH 

TO HRfaT (fTOT-faffT! 2028271 ffarfa 25-1-1979 TO Hfffafa 

jjit fafaro sfa wh wd TO 4T tTO 1 1 

[rfarr-tTOo HTTOf / to 4 117/78^7»/ffH°faT] 

stro tffa, to-jjto fafaro, wiyrH-frotw 
tjw fafaro, HTtmt *ro!a 
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OFFICE OF THE CHIEF CONTROLLER OF IMPORTS 
AND EXPORTS 

ORDER 


New Delhi, the 16th April, 1981 

S.O. 1320 Whereas M/s. Nary an & Co., 51 Thathamu- 

thmppnn Street, Madras, were granted Licence No.P/F/ 
2028271 dated 25-1-79 for the import of RBD Palm Oil from 
Malaysia|Singapore to the value of Rs. 13,52.900. Where as 
they have mtoimcd that the Exchange Control Copy of the 
said licence has been lost without having been registered with 
any custom authority and utilised at all.They have thus 
requested for the issue of duplicate Exchange Control Copy 
of the above said licence. 

2. In support of their request M[s. Naraynn & Co.. 51, 
Thathamuthiappan Street, Madaras have filed an affidavit to 
that effect. The undersigned is satisfied that the original Ex- 
change Control Copy of Licence No. P/F/2028271 dated 
25-1-1979 has been lost, and orders to hereby cancel the origi- 
nal Exchange Copy of the said licence No, P/F/2028271 
dated 25-1-1979. 


1981/V\ISAkHA 
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|/ft) 1 20 is/ 1/ 80-tfto] 


3. A duplicate, Exchange Control Copy of th ? licence No. 
P/F/2028271 dated 25-1-1979 is being issued to M/s. Narayan 
& Co. 51. Thahamuthiappan Street, Madras separately. 

fNo. Ed. Oil /Adhoc / 1 17 /78-79 /SL] 

K. R DHEER, Dy. Chief Controller of 

Imports and Exports 
For Chief Controller of Imports & Exports 




MINIS 1R\ OF PETROLEUM CHEMICALS AND FERTI- 
LIZER 

(Department of Petroleum) 

Ncv> Delhi, the 24th April, 1981 

S.O. 1321.-— Wheicas by a notification of the Government 
of India In Ministry of Petroleum Chemicals & Fertilizer 
(Department of Petroleum), S.O, 2958 dated 8-10-80 under 
sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals 
Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962), the Central Government declared its intention 
to acquire the right of usei in the lands specified in tho Sche- 
dule appended to that notification for the purpose of laying 
pipeline; 

And whereas the Competent Authority has under sub-sec- 
tion (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, submitted report to the 
Government; 


fesff, 24 wfcr, 1981 

Uifo arlo 1321 — qil xrtx vaRr-s TnH'iitH (tjfii F 

rjqtfbr % xrftmr "pt xnhr) xrfbfim, 1962 (i962 ft so) 

srro 3 TPitfm ( i) % xrabt tnw % 

7TTPFT tftr rfaFFT ('rjtfcRR firiTFr) lit xrftPpTT Fr9XTTo 

Ra 295.9 ‘8-1 OHO JHT Wfa trufF if -3F 

Wq xpjjsft if fafafe: sjfipri % WtFT % ttfTOt Ft TTVt 

bll!Hl Ft fg'iSI^ *(/ JpftdpT % fapT FT STTIT XTRiq 

«TT I 

, _ ] 

xftv ft w«nr srrftKFt h ijw RfufirmT Ft cmi 6 -nff 
rjgtrnT ( i ) % xrcfFr iff i t ft IVfii ^ qf ^ i 

XftT CTFt, qq. *(qfl4 + K F bTD P* 'll i FT fq-qK q-. y,-] F 

tu^pt ^r^n^nrr ^t wft ir faftrfqrq vjfjrqr ir i uwrq 

Ft ^ i*j fr 7 Xtfsfrf q. y 4 * FI fqfqyspr fiirm k i 

sr^v -Tift: ^t; xrftrPPFt ^1 tnrr o ^ qwe ’ ( i ) oro 
st'ttt vrffR.FT tranr Fvt gut, Fcarr ftfr, uq^jTTr qtfrpr FT?f) 
?r fit tt trfb^FTr f ifft ir fafqfcsc btt *jfrrq*r ir 
q’jqi'r Ft xrfirFrc qewr^q firFfir % mut f fan 
xrSrq fieri rnqr ^ i ^ __ 

xrh: wfir tit tntr.- ■ Trtnro ( 4 ) skt swt ft 

spfpr |n, Win tHAir.JmijW | fir qrs tjfmfr ir 
x'lqbi ft trhrtnr xoftn tttftt if firfirq ^1% % vstft xiIt! 
srr^fifr fM'-wrafiT' ir rrifr mmxfr ^ ft if, ntqvn sm- 

>f 1 ^rr 0T'"l<ii Tt Pif^n / Pi r 


And Fiulhci, whereas the Centiul Government has, after 
considering the said leport, decided to acquire to right of 
user in the lands specified in the schedule appended to this 
notification; 

Now, theiefoie. in exercise of Ihc power confeired by sub- 
section (1) of the Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Goveuimen hereby dedal es that the right of user in the said 
hinds specified in the Schedule appended (o thi s notification 
hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And furthei, in exercise of powers confeired by sub-section 
(4) of that section, the Central Government directs that the 
right of user in the said lands shall instead of vesting in the 
Central Government vest on this date of the publication of 
this declaration in the oil & Natural Gas Commission free 
fiom all in encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 

PIPELINE FROM WELL NO. K-83 TO K-5. 


State : Gujarat 
Village 


Sertha 


District & Taluka : Gandhinagar 


Survey No. 

Hect- 

are 

Are 

Ccnt- 

iarc 

21/2 

0 

01 

00 

80 

0 

07 

15 

81/6 

0 

08 

25 

81/5 

0 

08 

40 

Carl track 

0 

01 

50 

1362 

0 

06 

90 

1361/1 

0 

06 

60 

1360/1 

0 

01 

50 

1357 

0 

04 

50 


[No. 12016/1/80-Piod.] 
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[HFrll — to j (ii)] 


nror to . h£ 2 , iosi/^htto 1 2 , 1903 


TO° «To 132 2 — TO tffT Hfer I^HITO (tjfa if 

TOHPt «(f HfhTOT TO HTO) HfafelH, 19b3 ( 1962 TO 50) 
tff tTFT 3 ’tt TOtfFT ( 1 ) % HtfpT HTTO 9(TF % ^tffepT, 

uiito WK }\ tofto ( , i^rf^r i i , i front >ff Hfir^ror wffl* 
#*3 1245 10 - 1-80 tot TOfer 'Ktot'T to Hfa^TOi h 

htot wg^fr if fafafes vjfro'T >P tohPt ^7 nfsrw TO toto 
T f¥ - 1 1 TO fqtSId 47 Mol TOT % P’1'7 Hffef 477T1 TO MHO! Mi'll 4 
TOfTO to; fen to i 

nV to wt toP-tuTO n to nfnfern TO toh o TO 
TOHPT ( 1 ) Sfr TT^TOT TOTOT TO fTOTO T TO 1 1 

tfli «ipt, to. TOTOo ttttot if to (tor to: Pitot topi % 
totot; ^h Hfn^TOr if TOtto HfjTO if faftfer vjfipft if wfin 

TO CTf'J*TT J wHio TOTt TO TOfelTOT fTOl I ^ l 

HH, TO. TO HfElfeTO TO UPT 6 TO TOITTO ( l) 9TTT 
UTOT TOTO TO MMp| TOTO TOjfpT HTTOT T(TOryTTT TOfTO TO/TO 

If fa ro Hfegrror if toto tppife h fafafer to Hfrof h 

TO HfspfTF nrTO'TP'T fasro 4 TOTPPT % fen TO^TU 
nffat faro toto £ 1 

TOr hp( to hut TO to«tti (4) sttt hut TOtoht to 
HHPT TO7T grr %rj;PT HTTO 7 " feTOT i?TO ^ fa an. tjf'tTO if 
toTOh to HftiTOT TOTOh tottot h faf?H TO^f <f> ronr to TOt 
smTOfa TOr httoh *r, ror tophi ir to to h, hiw % utoto 
TO to htTOh to faf^r ijptt 1 

TO^oTiHoHlio 1 0 if TOHTO TOoitamfio 


'W TOKH 


fferr hVt (tT'^TO 

: HTOTHT 

Hfa 

«HPt> TT 0 

|TOHTtf°HrTofo 

Mht 

1 

> 

3 

4 

5 

JTOT 

27b 

0 

02 

70 


283 

0 

13 

20 


289 

0 

07 

75 


290 

0 

Ul 

00 


303 

0 

03 

45 


303 

0 

08 

25 


300 

0 

18 

45 


299 

0 

1 9 

65 


TOi|tT 

l) 

00 

10 


307 

0 

00 

20 


309 

0 

12 

45 


3 1 U/Hf 

0 

49 

05 


311 

0 

13 

7 0 


312 

0 

1 0 

05 


313 

0 

21 

0 0 


31 1 

0 

1 l 

55 


TOT* ?4T 

0 

00 

60 


320 

0 

18 

75 

HTTOTH 

84 

0 

0 1 

0 0 


h3 

0 

02 

10 


82 

0 

03 

J 5 


81 

0 

02 

00 


TOT ef 

0 

00 

2 5 


bS 

0 

04 

15 


bb 

0 

02 

0 i 


07 

n 

02 

1 5 


G 8 

0 

03 

50 


1 


fen 


J-TFTH 


2 

3 

4 

5 

64 

0 

00 

35 

39 

0 

02 

65 

60 

0 

00 

75 

44 

0 

00 

70 

45 

0 

02 

85 

46/ 1/fe 

0 

0 2 

10 

43 

0 

oo 

50 

47 

0 

0 1 

40 

TO£?47 

0 

00 

25 

31 

0 

08 

00 

to£|h 

0 

01 

40 

24 

0 

01 

95 

9 6 

0 

05 

25 

100 

0 

02 

45 

TOt^Tt 

0 

00 

45 

99 

0 

06 

7 5 

10b 

0 

04 

10 

TOS^ 

0 

00 

1 5 

109 

0 

1 0 

15 

I 12 

n 

0 2 

25 

1 I 6 

0 

0 t 

50 

117 

0 

03 

60 

118 

0 

00 

15 

TOR^ 

0 

0 0 

20 

167 

0 

00 

1 5 

166 

II 

0 1 

95 

TOt 53P 

n 

00 

30 

16 5 

0 

0 5 

5 0 

160 

0 

03 

60 

2S8 

0 

01 

05 

178 

0 

00 

15 

12b 

0 

0b 

30 

127 

0 

0b 

05 

1 16 

0 

01 

60 

115 

0 

01 

40 

114 

0 

0 3 

00 

1 1 3 

0 

00 

80 

134 

0 

0 I 

50 

1 30 

0 

06 

15 

133 

0 

07 

50 

82 

0 

02 

10 


[tfo 120 

ie/u/80-qto-l] 

TTtTOo 

«PW 

H, TOT 

HfTO 


S.O, 1322. — Wheteus by a notification of the Goveinment 
of India in the Ministry of Petroleum, Chemicals & Fertl- 
lizei, (Department of Peltoleum), S.O. 1245 dated 10-4-80 
under sub section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Lund) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Goveinment declared 
its intention to acquire the light of user in the lands specified 
in the schedule appended to that notification for the purpose 
of laying pipeline: 

And whereas the Competent Authoiity has unden sub- 
section (1) of Section 6 of the said \ct, submitted report 
to the Government; 

And furihci whereas the Centiul Government has, after 
considcting the said icpoit, decided to acquire the right of 
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notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the power conferred" - by 
sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
user in the lands specified in the schedule appended to this 
Government hereby declares that the right .of user in the 
said lands specified in the schedule appended to this notifi- 
cation hereby acquired for laying the pipeline ; 

And further in exetcisc of the power conferred by sub- 
section (4) of that section, the Central Government directs 
that the right of user in the said lands shall instead of vesting 
in the Central Government vest on this date of the publica- 
tion of this declaration in the Oil Sc Natural Gas Com- 
mission fiec from encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


WH1 10 to Sobhasan CTF 


State : Gujarat 
Village 

1 

KUKAS 


SOBHASAN 


HEBUVA 


District Mehsana 

Block No 


276 

283 

289 

290 
303 
303 
300 
299 

cart-track 

307 

309 

310/P 

311 

313 

313 

314 

cart-track 

320 

84 

83 

82 

81 

cart-track 

65 

66 

67 

68 
64 
39 
60 

44 

45 

46/1/B 

43 

47 

cart-track 

31 

cart-track 

29 

96 

100 

cart-track 

99 

106 

cart-track 

109 

112 

116 


Taluka : Mehsana 


Hect- 

Arc 

Cen- 

are 


tiare 

3 

4 

T 

0 

02 

70 

0 

13 

20 

0 

07 

75 

0 

01 

00 

0 

03 

45 

0 

08 

25 

0 

18 

45 

0 

19 

65 

0 

00 

40 

0 

00 

20 

0 

12 

45 

0 

49 

05 

0 

13 

70 

0 

10 

05 

0 

21 

00 

0 

11 

55 

0 

00 

60 

0 

18 

75 

0 

04 

00 

0 

02 

10 

0 

03 

15 

0 

0? 

90 

0 

00 

25 

0 

04 

15 

0 

02 

95 

0 

02 

15 

0 

03 

50 

0 

00 

35 

0 

02 

65 

0 

00 

75 

0 

00 

70 

0 

02 

85 

0 

02 

10 

0 

00 

50 

0 

04 

40 

0 

00 

25 

0 

08 

00 

0 

01 

40 

0 

01 

95 

0 

05 

25 

0 

02 

45 

0 

00 

45 

0 

06 

75 

0 

04 

10 

0 

00 

15 

0 

10 

15 

0 

02 

25 

0 

03 

50 


1 


punasan 


2 

2 

4 

5 

117 

0 ” 

03 

60 

118 

0 

00 

15 

cart-track 

0 

00 

20 

167 

0 

00 

15 

166 

0 

04 

95 

cart-track 

0 

00 

30 

165 

0 

05 

50 

160 

0 

03 

60 

288 

0 

0) 

05 

178 

0 

00 

15 

126 

0 

06 

30 

127 

0 

06 

05 

116 

0 

01 

60 

115 

0 

01 

40 

114 

0 

03 

00 

113 

0 

00 

80 

134 

0 

04 

50 

130 

0 

06 

1 

133 

0 

07 

50 

82 

0 

02 

10 


[No. 1201 6/9/80-Prod. I] 
T. N. PARAMESWAR kN Under Sccy. 


wftr *rTwir 

(itw famm ) 

Tt ftmt, 22 srfH 1981 

at to 132 3.- — sfwfpr 'tfinpiH'Ji fim, <Tpg |i | M ' i t Pm 

SftPm, 1962 (1962 *Fd 58) 4?) EfFT 42 XTO W^T 4tfWti 

ar anft gti, fc-tfur arm ^ ¥r, wiwnnmr 

Pppt i o 6 e m tflrc mfttra fnpr % fatf 

ftbia h Jtnni U U 1 i. — 

t. (i) m fafamn <pt aru -(Tr^PTrrav famt 

(mhrftm?) (fjffPt mftra) fafwr, lusi |i 

( 2) $ ’Em *r m-rar # Trftar air gift i 

2 . iNjfffr smrpnrw Rm fafippr, i96« 

% ftf-tau 1 5 % ^rtkfkaTT ( 2) % rnffir tft at arroft h, sm 
"a” ar ar% anm ar aaa if aaftta afafwi % ar, fara- 
ftifisff w ft Rid I art ai'pli 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

"a" rn^taa aa 15 afmra 

a (a^iTla* fr Rrt) aaa stfmpr” 1 

[HT° fio 6 - 2 l/ 80 -iTa aft] 
no atf, aa aftta 

MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
(Department of Food) 

New Delhi the 22nd April, 1981. 

S.0. 1323:- -In exercise of the [xiwers conferred by section 
42 of the Warehousing Corporations Act, 1962 (58 of 1962), 
the Central Warehousing Corporation with the previous sanc- 
tion of the Central Government hereby makes the following 
regulations further to amend the Central Warehousing Cor- 
poration (Staff) Regulations, 1966 namely 

1. (1) These Regulations may be called the Central Ware- 
housing Corporation (Staff) (Second Amendment) Regulatiors 
19.81 
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(2) They shall come into force on the date of their publica- 
tion in the Official Gazette. 

2. In the Central Warehousing Corporation (Staff) Regula- 
tions. 1966, in regulation 15 in the Table given under sub- 
regul ition (2) for entries relating to class of city or town unde 
cate’iryC the following e dries shall be substituted : — 

(F) “ “ (2) 

"C— Chandigarh 15°' of pay 

C— (excepting Chandigarh) 7J % of pay". 

[E. No. 6-21/80-S.G.] 
A. K. GARDE, Dy. Secy. 


wtt wft TinFm 

(ffrm fawn) 

*rf 16 msi 

77 o 4f . ^ 132 4 — —n i nan u r-i *f7T% no* f Iran vfuri n 
far fifa spnpfr (vppr *pt traff) wfwlwr, 1976 % 
tiw wrwr if* iftRfatr if trrtt trr tnwr «ft fafaT? vr. 
%, 28-2-1981 % WflH.4 ft 07% 77 '77 W»trr ®T? faffT X I 
[Infm-i ffo 8 (ios) 7 6-%°OT’fa(ii)] 
%o TTo ffPTt, TT-n fa n 

MINISTRY OF STEEL ■& MINES 
(Department Of Steel) 

New Delhi, the 16th April, 1981 

S.O. 1324. — Consequent on his superannuation, Shri 
Bimulendu Kar. relinquished charge of the post of Assistant 
Commissioner of payments in the office of the Commissioner 
of Payments under the Indian Iron and Steel Company (Ac- 
quisition of Shares) Act. 1976, with effect from 28-2-1981 
(AN). 

[File No. 8(108)/76-KI (ii)] 
T. V. NAYAR. Dy. Secy. 


ftrorfa tfk 3 fwm Ranwtr 
(ffarfa mrm) 

IS trifa, 1981 

*To WTo 1325. — *M7I4 TTTffff wfuf-Wn, 1951 ( 1 9 5 1 
Iff 41 ) "ft HTTT 4 7% dftJKI ( 2 ) % tin 'In 5RR wfauff 77 
tpffft Trfa gff %F#hr 7 T 77 T tff RqiWf;* %ff«R % RTWx %% 
% 77^7 1371 % 77 - eft 177 * 77 % faTr^f, 7(77 77*7 7 % trt- 

W u H I iff Jrffffff 77 XT8IT8T fatpH TTfft % sftr 777577 >7TR 
utttt fnartnr tfrr urr oVnm % 24 Owh - *, 1977 %f xrfir- 
gwur if f-fi-ifafan xnff Of* Tfvfttrr 77 %) | ; tpr. : — 

377 trftr^RT % ^tt ( 2 ) % fan PHHfafa n %JJ n fnaq i fHn 
faffT 77177, : — 

"( 2 ) 0777T, TT^ffRT xft TTPTTTfa fa7%f, faR 

TTM7 %) 737 % ufafa 57 wra (ffqfn Trfaf X OV 

: 777 xrffffnnH S|ff URT 4 7f TrttrPT ( 2 ) % >1-777 TWf u fafff 
77 nnm 3 T 71 TT ' J ii%*u I 

[if® 25 0 1 2/l/80-pT*ffa 3] 
ito 777, 737 tffaar 
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MINISTRY OF WORKS AND MOUSING 
(Works Division) 

New Delhi, the 18lh April, 1981 

S.O. 1325i— In exercise of the powers confer; ed by sub- 
section (2) of section 4 of the Rajghat Samadhi Act, 1951, 
(41 of 1951), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri 
Kamlapati Tripathl, M]P., as the Chairman of the Rajghat 
Santadhi Committee vice Shri Umashanknr Dikshit, resigned 
and hereby makes the following further amendment in the 
notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Works and Housing No. 25012/3/72-W3 dated 24th 
December, 1977, namely : — 

In the said notification, for paragraph (2), the following 
paragraph shall be substituted, namely 

‘ (2) The Central Government hereby appoints Shri 
Kamlapati Tripathi, M.P., as the Chairman of the 
Rajghat Samadhi Committee and under sub-section 
(2) of section 4 of the said Act, he shall be deemed 
to be a member of the Committee.” 

[No. 25012/1 /80-W 3] 
J. A, SAMAD, Dy, Secy. 


trflf 4fV Mjmffl FI (W O 
( 7 fa fa'WTU) 

nf fiMf, 1.5 xrtfa, i 98 i 

The off 0 1 326 ' — tpryr fwft % famr 45 % tTeprmr 
if TF^rfr. r[ftt mgr frm imrfmrim'Hn ( s i am< i < , 

J| nili'IC 77t 'pff % frfrM'ii n,T7Wgf if THWiffuf %t 

d'wrf) vinin % fan wrasu) ftro, 1966 u ffufm 7 ^ 
fniqfTfu'n i%tpt smrff ^ srnfd;' — 

1 . ( 1 ) ff fwt ilff WT fffqnrR mrifncvTRn % (emirr, 
wwtvp:, w T fffffhTtr Tixrfnwr if TuWifwf 
untrrff sfutpr % f%u upfru) ffpru, 1 os 1 ^ nrrtff 1 

( 2 ) ff jpmrrfr rittw if TnuR %r nTfffff % trnj 

nnffif 1 

2 n» 4 T Iff'tiH JTmfff^wPT % nnro qrro 317-mr- 
1 7 ( 4141*01 c 7%^ ffVIT 5**?f % ffffftipir n.'Rj'ffft if 

TnNnfriff %f trwrff orpt % fan opfr) farm, 1 966 % 
TtffaPT ( 1 ) % utr 7t faRfafaH vifanu trfarnrf'R font 
■JIR, Sjvtffl' 

"( 7 ;) ffff Tfff OflRTff faff UTTltf ORR ORfct jf, 7% 
n3 n *"i if if 4 in r nr trir itt *fn t Ptfffn Pan 1 4H 1 
\ 7 T RTW 7 ifaT $ OT Rffufa % fRf % Xf^- 
m T- a n gf i^Rr X of dn% strut % vimc-i %f (n+n- 

Psfa-i ntffa if "t^ mm vuihif — - 
( 1 ) 7?in 77% 7T TRtJtT 777% 7T 71W 'tff 

W7FTT % nor 7T7 if 73-7R I 

(2) T7%1 PR%7 1% TTffa 4T T^ff % JR %f 

mfRT % 4t tfW ffTt I 

( 3) faR ^f STRTO Wfaf TfTfff X, VT*f ^ vff 78% 

tfn” 

[TRpT tfo rffo 1 103 1/7/8 O-WRT-2] 
iff o tRo tpr, srt ufan 

MINISTRY OF SUPPLY AND REHA BIITTATION 

(DetMTtiMnt of Supply) 

New Delhi, the 15th April, 1981 

S.O. 13W. — .In putsuance of rule 43 of the Fundamental 
Rules, the President hereby , makes ihe following rules 
further to amend the Directorate General of Supplies and 
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Disposals (Allotment of Government l evidences foi emp 
loyecs of Inspection Offices at Tatanugar, Jamshedpur, 
Burnpur and Kulti) Rules, 1 9%, namely ; — 

1. (1) These rules may be called the Dircctoiate General 
of Supplies and Disposals (Allotment of Government resi- 
dences for employee; of Inspection Offices at Tatanagar, 
Jamshedpur, Burnpur and Kulti Amendment Rules, 198!. 

(2) They <hall come into force on the date of their 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

2. In S. R. 317-R-17 ol the Directorate General ot 
Supplies and Disposals (Allotment of Government res dences 
for employees of Inspection Offices at Tatanagar, Jamshed- 
pur, Burnpur and Kulti) Rules, 1966, for sub-rule (1), the 
following sub-rule shall be substituted, namely : — 

“(1) If the officer to whom a residence is allotted is 
removed, or dismissed, or rc.ires, or resigns, or absents him- 
self without permission from service, the allotment to him 
of the residence shall be cancelled with effect from — 

(i) one month after the date of his removal or dis- 

missal or lesignntion, ns the case may be; or 

(ii) two months from the date of his retirement or 

absence from duty; or 

(hi) the date on which the residence is vacated, which- 
ever is eatlicr, 

[File No. D. 11031/7/80-F.S U] 
C. N. RAMAN, Undci Secy. 


tiff rViPiu 

fff f#ft, 15 Xrfa, 1981 

who sits 1327 — 7-2*1981 % 'tCPT 'r'TTff mrA* 

% tRirff TJ, ffnr 3 a^t # (2) if mro tff# # 471 A nro 
smf# 2 1-1- 1 98 1 aft wot nftrepMT t trif# inror 
a# nmn at WH’f “aftjt" # ft? wftrffffn ftnn 
mn t , A wrh tt mfTftrn a# utt ata 1 

[ffo 8<)/fo(ttfl)n/I/4] 
fgnpT fffif, A# Alt # 
HTTA TT'EN % #T tfqAT pf# 

MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS 

(Railway Board) 

New Delhi, the 15lh April. 1981 

S.O. 1327. — In pailial modification to the notification of 
even number dated 21-1-1981 published in Part II sub- 
section (ii) of Section 3 of the Government of India Gazette 
dated 7-2-1981 with S. O. No. 474, the headquarters of 
the Claims Commissioner may be amended" to read as 
“Allahabad" instead of “Kanpur’ as notified. 

[No, 80/E(D). IT/I/4J 

HTMANT SINGH, Secy. Rly. Board and 

ex. Officio Jt. Secy. 


ff£ ficb) , , 2 3 .'em 0, 19 81 

Wo afTo 1 32 8:' — %#tT 4 TATT sff TFT ^ ftt TTPTJ 

if fafafite firm A Art ir nrefftr rfe qA 

famr ftrtnrwf tfrt t# a # tt i A afHr frtmrff f ; 


A#T tWT 7 TAT faMA AT nTFTfiMffiT % ftffi f#ftFT 

a^tt qriHk nm# £ ; 

tpt., #fhr u j a p. wrtrrf# fm xrfbfim, 1947 ( 1947 
at 14 ) aft tim 7-37 aV mb in ai ■j'Tvrr’T ( 1 ) a # 
(i) am JTFtr arfAPTf at tp# a# gq, pa tfrtnftTA srfa- 
=fr?Tjr nfsn q#t $ ftp# ##14 nf#rtt sft '>it° nffo ffrtn 
Riff, ftpptr tTRPTffpr xnrnwrpr ff fi'Fit nrt 7W f#TT art tat 
»rf#w at -a 1 4 fit #4 % ftrq MfitPT A#t £ 1 

w vrmfpf 1 # #, iqpfhr smff win ast, wottntt, 
ip sm nmff qff tft At# ?prm Affirm sffift, trtflff 

ifr #rtft AT 31-8-78 if 4RFT A# aft Art# STTTTf# £ ? 

# #t, m #ftpr #att ftw wj# at ?AaTT & 1 

[n a mac- 120 12 / 7 / 80 -# 2 (q)] 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 

ORDERS 

New Delhi, tho 23id Febtuary, 1981 

S.O, 1328. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion 
that an industrial dispute exists between ihc employers in 
relation to the State Bank of India and their workman in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule hereto annexed. 

And, whereas the Central Government considers it desirable 
to refer ihe said dispute for adjud eation ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 7A and clause (d) of sub-section (1) of seciion 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal of 
which Shri G. S. Baro’ shall be the Presiding Officer, with 
headquarters at Ahmedabad and refers the said dispute for 
adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

Whether the action of the management of Sla'e Banfc 
of India. Local Head Office. Bhadra. Ahmedabad in 
terminating the services of ShH Virendra Kumar 
C hunilal Dhobi, sub-staff with effect from 31-8-78 
is justified ? If not, (p what relief the workman 
concerned entitled ? 

TNo. T.-12012/7/80-D.IK \)T 

AT O srTo 1329: — *#17 At TpT £ f% f# tjqrwg- 
PT#t if ftm % ?rt ff # wpp qi#7; 

*r # 3 - fa xfr^fr# ftr-trA fffTnnrf xtV t# APTrff a 

ftmrff £ ; 

Tltr 4r#tf tmirp; ■3'A ! 4' fV-TfT qfft A fttff f#ftlFT 

ATffT 4#fft4 Pfflbff fr ; 

WT'i TCAm, xftiftf# fAAtT TfftffiTtlJT, 1 94 7 (l947 

AT 14) At STITT 7-TT W>T tTTTT 10 # -BPErm (j) W7gT 
(ff) (iTTr tptPT si#pfr Ar traVr t# xfUftf# vf#rcr 

fffSff AT^ft % ftpfA T TTrfttT TTf#TTt igf rnq- 0 ^'jif , ftppfrr 

rjAtlPpr if 3PTT ptr 2Tpf ftfAlA At TAT XCfE(ATA 

At PTrffftrtfffff ^ ftpr f#f# A#T % 1 

mywr 

An #A TfTA T, 5(7 #'J tfAT aft «ft ffrro ipTo 

sflifff'fft J afl Tpsfteff ifif ] 9 . 3 . 1 9 7y if att 

aft a#i# zffnfffiAT i 7 nfff #r, nr #fhn anfApr fw Affntn 

Af iTAAfT ^ ? 


[n’o #-1 20 1 2(37)/80-Tto TI(rr)] 
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S.O. 1329, — Whereas the Ccntial Government is of opinion 
that an industrial dispute exists between the employers in 
relation to the State Bank of Mysore, Bangalore and their 
workman in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule 
hereto annexed ; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desir- 
uble to refer the said dispute for adjudica'ion; 

Now therefore, i n exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 7A, and clause (d) of sub-section (1; of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Ceniral 
Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal of wheih 
Shri H. Shanmukhappa shall be the Presiding Olllcer, witli 
headquaite.s at Bangalore and refets the said dispute for 
adjudication to the said Tribunal, 

SCHEDULE 

Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Mysore, Bangalore in dismissing Shri S.M. Kodan- 
dartima Reddy, Ex-Head On'hier with effect from 
19-8-1976 is jus ifled 7 If not, to what relief is 
the workman concerned entitled ? 

[No. L- 120 12(37) /80-D, Ilf All 
New Delhi, the 10th April, 1981 

S.O. 1330. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal, New Delhi, in che Industrial dispute 
between the employees in relation to the management of 
Punjab National Bank, Ludhiana, and their workman, which 
was received by i he Cential Government on the 6th April, 
1981. 

BEFORF SHRI MAHES1I CHANDRA, PRESIDING 

OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN A1 -CUM-LABOLJR COURT 

I, D. No. 69 of 1979 

I* 1 ro : State : Punjab 

The President, Punjab National Bank Employees Union 
(Regd.), 42, Ashok Nagar, Ludhiana. — Petitioner. 

Versus 

The Regional Manage!, Punjab National Rink, 39-B, 
Shrabha Nagar, Ludhiana. — Respondent, 

AWARD 

The Central Government as appropriate Government vide 
its order No. L-12012/47/79-D. 11(A) dated the 14' 15th 
December. 1979 referred an Industrial Dispute -j/s 10 of 
the I.D. /vet to this Tribunal in the following 'erms : 

“Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
National Bank (Regional Office). Ludhiana In in- 
flicting punishment of stoppage of increment for 
six months upon Shri Vijav Kumar, Cloik-cum- 
Cashier in terms of clause 19.8 of Bipartite Settle- 
ment is justified ? If not to what relief is the work- 
man concerned entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference it was ordered to be re- 
gistered and usual notices were sent to the parties. Tn pursu- 
ance of the said notice a statement of claim was filed on 
behalf of the workman. Whereafter a written statement was 
filed and finally replication wise filed. Upon the pleadings of 
the parties following two isuics were framed by nre vide my 
order dated 20-9-1980 

1. What is the effect of pomotion of the workman on 

this reference 7 

2. As in order of reference 

3. Thereafter the case was fixed for evidence of workman 

hut before any evidence could be recorded the 
paitics came forward with the following statement : 

76 GI/81— 2 


‘Wc tender Ex. W/l. r ihc parties have arrived at. a 
settlement. Award be passed in terms of Ex. 

W/l. 

4, In view of the abovo statement of the patties, thg award 
is hereby made In terms of Ex, W|1 and the settlement 
Fx. W/l shall form parL of the awaid. Parties a>e bowevetl 
left to bear their own costs. 

Further Ordered : 

That requisite number of copies of this award may be 
sent to the appiopriate Government for necessary action at 
their end. 

Camp : At Chandignih. 

Dated : the 13th March, 1981, 

MAHF.SH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer. 

[No, L-12012/74/79-D.IKA)] 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERN- 
MENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 
CAMP CHANDIGARH 

In the matter of Reference No. L-12012|47|79-D.TT.A. 

Case No. 69 of 1979 

Vijuy Kumai — Wotkmun. 

Vs. 

Punjab National Bank — Employer. 

Most respectfully showeth : 

Whereas an Industrial dispute between the parties named 
above has been referred lo your Ilon’ble Court for adjudication 
ti/s 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947. Terms of refe- 
rence in the above dispute are as under : — 

“Whether the action of the Management of Punjab 
National Hank (Regional Office, Ludhiana) in inflicting 
punishment of stoppage of ineiemcnt for 6 months upon Shri 
Vi jay Kumar. Clcrk-eum-Cushier in terms of para 19.8 of 
Bipartite Settlement is justified ? If not. to what relief the 
w oik man concerned is entitled." 

Without going into the merits of the dispute, the parties 
have resolved to settle the dispute in full and final settlement 
on the following terms and conditions : — 

Anniveisnry increment of Shii Vijay Kumar shall be released 
fiom the original date of increment in the years subsequent 
to the year in which the punishment of stoppage of increment 
for 6 months was confiimed, Arrears, if any, will be paid, 

It is, therefore, payed that Consent Award bo granted. 

For and on behalf of Punjab National Bank 

Sd|- Illegible 
Regional Manager. 

Sd/- 

For Punjab National Bank Employees Union Pb. Regd. 

Sd/- Illegible 

SO 1331.-— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal, New Delhi, in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Punjab National Bank. Ludhiana, and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on the 6th' April, 
1981, 

BEFORE SHRT MAHF.SH CHANDRA, PRESIDING 

OFFICER CFNTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 3 of 1980 

In re : 

The President. Punish National Bank, Employees’ Union 
(Regd.), 42. Ashok Nagar, Ludhiana, — Petitioner. 

Versus 

The Regional Manager. Punjab National Bank, 39-B, 
Shurbha Nagar, Ludhiana. — Respondent. 
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AWARD 

The Centra] Government as appropriate Government vide 
its order No. L-12012/95|79|D. Il.A dated the 18th January, 
1980 referred an Industrial Dispute u/s 10 of the I.D. Act, 
1947 to this Tribunal in the following terms . 

"Whether the action of the management of Punjab Nation- 
al Bank in not allowing Shri Pishori Lai Guptu, 
special Assistant a' Branch Office lagraon of Punjab 
National Bank to officiate on the post of Accountant 
for the period from 7-8-1978 to 11-9-1978 is justified? 
If not, to what relief is the workman concerned 
entitled 7" 

2. On receipt of the reference it was ordered to be registra- 
ed and usual notices were sent to the parties. Tn pursuance 
of the said notice a statement of claim was filed on behalf of 
the workman. Whereaf er sj written statement was filed and 
finally a replication was filed. But before any issues could be 
framed the management side filed a letter stating that the 
matter has been compromised and the workman has been 
paid Rs. 200 in satisfaction of this claim in this reference. 
It was thereafter that the case was fixed for recording of the 
statement of parties representatives on 13th March, 1981 and 
today when both the parties appeared before me, the state- 
ment of parties representatives wn s recorded as under : 

'The matter has been compromised. A no dispute award 
be made.’ 

3. Tn view of the above statement and in view of the cir- 
cumstances of the case I have no other alternative but to 
award a no dispute award in this matter and it is hereby 
awarded accordingly. Parties are however left to bear their 
own costs in the peculiar circumstances of the case. 

Further Ordered : 

That icquisitc number of copies of this award may be 
sent to the appropriate Government for necessary action a' 
their end. 

MAHESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
(Camp : At Chandigarh). 

Dated the 13th March, 1981. 

[No. L-12012/95/79-D. 11(A)] 


faqfarvf &tfa wfaf ufa *jvt 

1. Rtft«V, 

RYIrT faFTOTR TTTTRI ’fTTAf falfafaf, 

YPtm SPJ-Tpft, tfldT-sHTfspr- 3 5, Vim, 

2. RRRSV, 

igi.ldt RT^R RtipH WRft, 

HVm SgTpft, fW «FfHT. 

3. tffaffa RimV, 

yffar ‘ unfair vcfarfaiR PrfR^-r, 

'mrm unfair, fw vim 

4. iifarfa RRRIV, 

ift nupfa wi riw rit, Rifat RfaffaT vintfami 

farfafaf, 

unim tjtrrvit, fav<rr vim, 

s. urfaRr vpfaprv, 
ifurf wtr tfa vmft, 
mm smfaiT, tnrr vim i 

6- 

fco xw fftfsr 

mm unfar, fani vim i 

7 . mm Rfavrfr, 

fapjeRiR rrrt ?4fa?4i<r vrfaifaiR far°, 

'mm unfair, vfm i 

b 

s, srmrv, 

info rrvo Tf[RH Vt RWHt RiRTR RIVR, 

mm uwrrfr, farm vim i 


N. K. VERMA, Desk Officer. 

wfart 

vf farsjt, 4 Rfa 19 81 

VTo «rto 1 332' — %Rffa mvrT Vt ?TR £ fa UR^ RRTRS 

w^vt *f fafafan famr % mfa rurri t Sr fair RRfafafavf 

wfa vuvrA ifa uv rrfafrfav faun fatmu ^ ; 

Rfa 'kfaiu mvn tvt farm vt iRruffafaR % fabi farfftm 
vnrr ufaufa RRmit I , 

mr, mvn, ntfafatv f^nRfafam, 1947 (1947 
vt 14 ) vfa tmr 7-v rV srrn 10 vt uwn ( 1 ) % (u) 

im Jiwr rtfanff vr jptpt mil fir, m* vfrvfrfmrr fafarmr rtfa 
vrtit $ ffafa TfstRfa Rfiivnt «it Rq- 0 afr 0 ifurn^; lifa, 
PrtVr tfpfarr Sr iffaT wfa nr farm vt urn qfaft ffa , 

nfimmir vt imTfafafanr faR fafffaT vnfr §■ i 

wT faufm rtvrt ffa vftn mfr? Jjfam vt iwr if 
Rfarfarr nf^r rppv tsrfat Jr ftfatfau xtgvpr vRvnt %farr 400 
ruf % utfarv ^rr *ttr Rmfijurut vr It Rugft jttrt vfa urlr 
vrfvrff % far? mjfr if wMmfav rft ufu mftfrn St ? 
Ufa ?1, tit vuvn fan mtffa % nwt f ? 

[r 0 iRTo-aflon/ifl/so-fr-ni (^t)] 
%o ^0 5ivYr, rvt q-fau 


9 . jftrtf ?r^i trraT, 

mm Twmrr, fam faffijR 

10 . jf Rif RRO Rto irtfi, 

rvrift, mm ufaT, ffan vim 

1 1. smttv, 

4^4 ytto n;n 0 4to fa ri Rmu RnpR, 

mm unfar, fam vim 1 

12 . ww, 

ifR# Rio vt VRlft RTRTR RnpR, 

mm rmfift, fam vtm, 

13 . WPP, 

rr 4 tr^o rfro qnsRr vr stuir Rpnu ritfr, 
mm unfaR, m*nr, famr vtm 1 

3 4. VUYT RT5RT 5rT4Y fafaiSv, 

mm vtrutri, farm fuiDfR i 

IS. ifRtf RiiftRTR ifan, 

mm RTRffiRf-833201, fURT ftfalJR I 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 4th March, 1981 

S.O. 1332. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion 
that an industrial! dispute exists between the> employers in 
relation to the employers in Annexuro I and their workmen 
in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule hereto 
annexed; 
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And whereas (he Central Government considers it desirable 
(o refer the said dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powr§ conferred by 
section 7 A and clause (d) of sub-section tl) of section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal of 
which Shri M, V. Gangaraju shall be the Presiding Oillcer, 
with headquarters at Bhubaneswar and refers the said dispute 
for adjudication to the said Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 


PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of Jauguda 
Uranium Mines of Messrs Uranium Corporation of 
India Limited, Jaduguda Mines, District Singhbhum 

AND 

Their workmen. 

APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the employees.— Shri Ashok Sai'kar, Advo- 
cate. 


“Whether the demand of Keonjhar Mines & Forest 
Workers Union for a monthly salary of Rs. 400 
for the unskilled workmen and pro-rata increase of 
wages for the piece-rated workers employed in the 
iron ore mines mentioned in the Annexure is justi- 
fied? If so, to what relief are the workmen entitled ?" 

[No. L-2601 1/18/8U-D.(1I(B)1 
K. K. HANDA, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE-I 

[1ST OF EMPLOYERS AND MINES 

1. The Superintendent, Orissa Minerals Development Com- 

pany Limited, P.O. Thakurani. Via-Barbil-35, 
Keonjhar. 

2. The Manager, Thakurani Iron Mine of Md. Serajudin 

& Co., P.O. Thakurani, Distt. Keonjhar. 

3. The Sr. Regional Manager, Orissa Mining Corpoiation 

l td., P.O. Barbil, District Keonjhar. 

4. The Regional Manager, Gandhamardan Iron Mines 

of Oiissa Mining Corporation Ltd., P.O. Suakati, 
District Keonjhar. 

5. The Commercial Executive. M|s. S. Lai & Co., P.O. 

Barbil, District Keonjhar. 

6. The Manager, Roida Iron Mines of K, N, Ram, P.O. 

Barbil, Distiict Koonjhar. 

7. The Administrative Officer, Hindustan General Elect- 

rical Corporation Ltd., P.O. Barbil, Keonjhar. 

8. The Manager, Guali Iron Mines of M. H. Rahman 

P.O Guali, District Keonjhar. 

9. M/s. Arjun Ladha, P.O. Chaibasa, District Sinch- 

bhum. 

10. M/s, S, C. Padhce, Mine Owner, P.O. loda. District 

Keonjhar. 

11. The Manager, Suiguturia Iron Mines of M/s. RS.B. 

Deo, P.O, Barbil, District Keonjhar 

12. The Managei, lalhari Iron Mines of M/s. K.M.C., 

P.O. Banspani, District Keonjhar. 

13. The Manager, lajang Iron Mines of M|s. K.M.C., 

ya, P.O. Barbil /lajang. District Keonjhar. 

14. M/s. Rungta Mines Pvt. Ltd., P.O Chaibasa, District 

Singhbhum. 

15. M/s. Mangilal Rungla, P.O. Chaibasa-833 201, Dis'- 

rict Singhbhum. 

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 1981 


S.O. 1333.— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following uward of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal (No. 2). Dhanbad in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the manage- 
ment of ladugudn Uranium Mines of M/s. Uranium Cor- 
poration of India Ltd., Jaduguda Mines, Distt. Singhbhum 
and their workmen, which was received by the Cen ral 
Government on the 8-4-1981. 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL C.OVFRNMFNT INDUSTRTA1 
TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) DHANBAD 


Reference No. 59 of 1979 

In the matter of an industrial dispute under S. 10(1 )(d) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


On behalf of the workmen. — Shri S. Bose, Sccretaiy, 
Rashtriya Colliery Mazdoor Sangh, Dhanbad. 

STATE : Bihar. . INDUSTRY : Uranium. 

Dhanbad, 31st March, 1981 
AWARD 

This is a reference under S. 10 of the I.D, Act, 1947. The 
Cen ral Government by its notification No. L-2901 1/6/75- 
D.O. 3(B)/D1V(B) dated 3-9-1975 has referred this dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication on Ihe following terms : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether ihe action of the management of Jaduguda 
Uranium Mines of Messrs Uranium Corporation of 
India Limited, Jaduguda Mines, District Siijghbhum 
in dismissing Shri Chandreshwar Rai, Helper ‘C’ 
Mill Division Jaduguda Mines with effect from the 
3rd August, 1974 was justified ? If not to what 
relief is the said workman entitled V” 

2. The concrned workman Shri Chandreshwar Rai ha- 
ppened to be a helper ‘C Mill Division, Jaduguda Mines, 
on 11-4-74 at about 7.15 A.M a security guard Shri Satish 
Kumai detected ihat the concerned workman was going on 
a cycle containing a bag. On suspicion he was taken to the 
main gate of the mine where he was searched. The bag con- 
tained electrical equipment belonging to the company. A 
seizure list was prepared. On the basis of this seizure a charge- 
sheet was submitted against the concerned workmen. The 
defence taken by the concerned workman was that the bag 
had been handed over lo him by Shri Satish Kumar to be 
taken to the railway station, Raksha Mines. But when ho 
reached in front of the police station the same Satish Kumar 
hauled him up and took him to the main gate. The ex- 
planation of the concerned workman was found to he not 
satisfactory and departmental enquiry was held which conclu- 
ded on 28-5-74. The concerned workman was found to be 
guilty of the charge and he was dismissed from service. An 
indus rial dispute was raised leading to this reference. 


3. This case had been referred lo the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal (No. 3) Dhanbad from where it was 
received in this tribunal on transfer. The enquiry has been 
found to be not fair and proper and therefore fretdr evtdencs 
was taken in ihis court. I will presently go to examine if 
the charges framed against ihe concerned workman had been 
satisfactorily proved so as to justify the order of dismissal. 

4. The charge-sheet. Ext. M I shows that the concerened 
workman on 11-4-74 at 7,30 A.M was found in possession 
of 6 items of electrical goods. In the first item there are 
electrical bulbs and in the other 5 itfcms-^re h.R.C. friges. 
The concerned woikmap was charged with ’Ihe -theft of pro- 
perty belonging to the company. The show cause is Ext, M2 
which has not denied the recovery of these articles from 
the custody of the concerned workman. The concerned work- 
man’s case was that on 11-4-74 at 7.15 4.M. he was going to 
Tatinag.ir with his personal work on a cycle when he noticed 
Shri Satish Kumar with a bag. Shri Satish Kumar told him 
to carry that bag upto Rakha Mines station which would be 
taken by one Shri Dinesh Thakur Iheie. The concerned 
workman in his simplicity took the bag on his cycle and 
proceeded to take his break-fast in a hotel. After about 10 
minutes when he was going on the P.W.D. road towards 
station Shri Sa'ish Kumar hauled him up along with some 
other security people on the ground that he was carrying 
elecetrical goods of the company on his cycle. He was then 
searched at the main gate and the articles were recovered 
from his hag, 
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5. The question of fairness oi hie enquiry was consideieii 
as a preliminary point in tins leleieuce. ft was iound that 
the enquiry officer had followed the coireet pioccduie, but 
the 'Iribuual was of the opinion that it was iiot explained as 
to how the concerned workman was able to come out with 
the matei mis without being deleted at the gate. It was also 
not explained as to how he could cany the materials upto 
the weekly maikei gate whcie he was detected. Now let us 
consider the evidence adduced in this easel ivlVv-1 was the 
enquiry officer who pioved the documents iclating to tile 
enquiry. MW-2 Sin i Satish Kumar has given the details of 
the occuranco. He found Shri Chandrcshwar Rai going lioni 
the colony side and he challenged hint on suspicion. The 
concerned workman lirst resisted and when he got assistance 
horn one Shri Sharma of B.M.P, he was taken to the mam 
gate. The sub-inspector Shri J. K, Pahari prepaied the seizure 
list over which tne witness put hr, signature, Ext. Mil) and 
the concerned ujikman Shu Chandrcshwar Rai put his sig- 
nature Ext. Mil. The witness identified the materials. 

MW-3 Shri J. K. Pahati has said that he has picpaied 
the seizure list ovei which his signatme is Ext. M 12. He 
has further said that the name s of the electrical articles 
were supplied by Shi i Chandrcshwar Rai. MW-4 Shri 
Surendra Singh head socuiity guard has come to say that 
Shri Satish Kumar was working under him m tile Intelligent 
Wing of the organisation and he was doing his duty in plain 
clothes. He had reached the spot on hearing haulla and he tnl.cJ 
Shii Satish Kumar to take Shri Chaudreshwar Rai, the concerned 
workman to the main gate. MW- 5 is Capt. N, S, Yadav who 
was officer-in-Chatge of Jadagudc C.l.S.F, This oigonisation 
according to him looks after Jadugudc Mines and township. On 
1 1 - 4-74 ho camo to the office at 9.30 A.M. when Sh i Pahari, 
Sub-Inspector came to him and told that the security staff had 
recovered electrical goods from Shri Chandicshwur Rai which 
have been seized by him. At the same timo an officer of the 
company named Shri Rai Sahib came to him and identified 
the electrical goods as the property of the company. He has 
identified the articles and the list. Ext. M7. He made the re- 
port to the Personnel Manager. The repoit is Ext. M13, 
MW-6, Shri Kedernalh Sharma was another security guard 
and he has corroborated the story and identified the articles. 
MW-7 is Shri Dineshwar 'lhakur who is an electrical helper 
B. He says that on 1M-74 he was in general shift duly which 
is from 7 A.M. to 12 noon & from 2 to 5 P.M. On that day 
he was on duty and had no programme to go to Jamshedpur. 
He did not give any electrical materials to Shri Salish Kumar 
on that day. His duty punch card is Ext. M14, and the duty 
punch card of Shu Chaudteshwar Rai is Exl. Ml 5. Ihe fuges 
wore shown to the^ witness and he says that they were used in 
electrical machines and not intended for domestic use. The 
5 sockets were used in fixing in motors. The two small sockets 
were also parts of motois, About the 4 bulbs the witness 
has said that these could be used lor domestic put poses. 
Similarly the combine plug and swlich are also used for do- 
mestic purpose and are used also in industry. The witness has 
said that the articles which are exhibited here aie used in 
Uranium-Corpotalion of India Limited. 


6, MW-8'is Shri Amiya Ranjan Roy. lie used lo be the 
Assistant Superintendent, Electricals upto 1974 and Deputy 
Superintendent thereafter. He looks alter the electrical section 
of IJCIL. On 11-4-74 he was called by Ihe Manager (P&A) 
to identify some electrical goods which had been seized at 
about 10 A.M. he went to the control room of the C1SF to 
see Ihe seized materials. Fie verified the materials with the 
seizer Ji.'t. Shri Yadav and Sri Pahari showed him the scizer 
list and the nrlklein _The materials were identified by him. 
His evidence,!* that the 5 fuses ate, used in industry only. 
T lipreu-ftTf" b i gge r sockets and two smaller sockets which are 
;tlMo used In industry. The combined socket switch is used 
in industry as well ns for domestic use. The 4 bulbs aic use! 
for domestic use as well as for industry. At Jadaguda there Is 
no other indusliy except UCIL. The items which had been 
seized are ordinarily used in UCJL. The wilness has further 
said that in 1974 or even now there is no electrical rhop at 
Jadaguda or at Ghatsila. The fuses which had toen seized are 
used for protection of electrical motors. H.R.C. means high rup- 
tering capacity. Sockets which had been seized are rffio not 
easily available in market and are available unlv on order 
from the company or authorised dealcis. The witness has fur- 
ther said that these ni tides belonged to LOT. bee wsc these 
are ordinarily mrd in LETT, and air not ordimr/lv ai ailahle 
in open market. The t T CTE obtain the articles like the seized 
articles thiough the purchase ordet. The witness has shown 7 
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such puiciiase orders which are Exls. M16, M16/1 to M16/6. 
Altet purchase the materials are sent to the stock under re- 
ceiving voucher. Six of such vouchers had been signed by Shri 
uiram Sharma, store keeper, which are Ext. 17 to Ml 7. 5. 1 lie 
materials aie taken out from the store on requisition by the 
toicmun and electrical engineer. Shri Chandteshwar Rai, the 
concerned woikman had rtceivcd Horn the store clectncal 
goods under these two requisition slip by issue vouchers. This 
bears his signature which are matked Exls. M18 and M18/1, 
The brother of Shri Chaudreshwar Rai named Shri Mohit Roy 
is an eiectucian in UCIL, and Ext, M18/2 bears his signutuic. 
The vvitnesj has fuither said that the foreman keeps in In's 
custody the electrical parts requisitioned from the store and 
issues to the electricians and the helpers such parts as tire 
required. The witness has further said that such electrical goods 
winch had been seized arc frequently missing. The manage- 
ment have tried to make checks in order to minimise such 
los os. But even then to some extent materials aro missing. 

7. Shri S. K. Bancrjee, MW-9 was the Personal Assistant to 
the Manager. He has proved a circular Ext. M19 signed by 
Shri Malhotia the managing Director of UCIL. He has also 
proved a cycloslyled copy of a circular, Ext. M20. The 
dismissal older concerning Shri Chandreshwar Rai has been 
proved by him and matked Ext. M21. 

8. The sum and substance of the evidence is that a bag 
containing bulbs and fuses were detected to be In possession 
of Shri Chandreshwar Rai the concerned workman and these 
were seized by the Sub-Inspector, Security force Shri Pahati 
under a seizer list, Shri Chandreshwar Rai used to work on 
the electrical side of the factory and he had access to these 

electrical goods, Shri Chandrcshwar Raj in his defence did 
not assert that these articles did not belong to the company. 
He simple plea was that he had been a victim of a scheme 
drawn up by Shri S'atish Kumar the security guard. But Shri 
Chandreshwar Rai has been examined as WW-1 here. He has 
said in this court that he and Shri Satish Kumar had not 
been on friendly terms from before the date of occmance, 
nnd he had quarrel with Shii Dineshwar Thakur from befoie 
the date of occnrance. He has further said that Shri Satish 
Ktimui had been ciit-mical tcims with him. The concerned 
workman Ihcreote has by his own statement rejected his own 
defence. Since Shii Satish Kumar and Shri Dineshwar lhakur 
were on cnemlcal to him, he could not to expected to agree 
to cany a jholu at the request of Shri Satish Kumar to hand 
over the same to Shri Dineshwar Thakur, It means that Shri 
Chandreshwar Rai has no defence against detection of electri- 
cal goods with him. It further appears that in the show cnu‘c 
he simply took a false pica in order to explain the possession 
of these articles with him. 

9. It has been explained by the witnesses of the manage- 
ment that Shri Chandreshwar Rai and other electricians 
carry the electrical articles for me in the company. It is likely 
that such small parts could bo concealed on their peison while 
passing the mam gate. It is not likely that the entire bunch 
ol articles iccoyered could be taken out of the mam gate 
at one time. It is likely that pieces were taken out gradually 
and then finally lemoved from Jaduguda, The management 
has Iricd to show that Shri Chandreshwar Rai used to deal 
with these articles and it could be naturally presumed that 
he was Ihe pci\on who took them out from the factory. The 
articles which have been recovered are mostly fresh ones and 
only some of the fuses are used. The bulbs also are in working 
condillon. The concerned workman is said to be going to 
Jamshedpur with the^e articles wheic he could have a market 
in order to sell them. 


10. Thus, considering all aspects of this case I have to hold 
that the management has succeeded in provng the charge of 
theft of property against the concerned workman, I may 
mention that Shri Ashok Narkar, Advocate representing the 
management submitted before me that Ihe concerned workman 
has approached him for a fresh appointment and that he will 
try to help him with management in securing a job. Since 
Shri Sarkar, has shown interest in the case of the concerned 
workman for fresh employment, r am convinced in tny own 
mind that a merciful attitude will be taken by the management 
of Uranium Corporation of Indin Limited. The concerned work- 
man has been out of employment for several years after his 
dismissal and is said to to on the point of starvation. Since 
the hands of mercy arc not unfettered in nny manner. 1 will 
he happy lo nole that the management will consider his case 
for some employment. However since the reference has to be 
answered. I will answer it as follows: 
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11. I hold that the action of the management Jaduguda 
Uranium Mines of Messrs Uranium Corporation of India 
Limited, Jaduguda Mines, District Singhbhum, in dismissing 
Shri Chandreshwar Rai, Helper 'C' Mill Division, Jaduguda 
Mines with effect from the 3rd August, 1974 was justified. 

This is my award. 


J. P. SINGH, Presiding Oihcer 
[No. L-29011 /6/75-D. 111(H)} 


S.O. 1334. — In pursuance of section 17 of ihe Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (.14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribupal-cum-t abour Court, New Delhi in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M /s. Jaipur Udyog Limited, Swai Madhopur 
and their workmen which was received by the Central 
Government on the 7-4-1981. 

BEFORE SHRI MAHESH CHANDRA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TR1BUAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 1 of 1981 


STATE : Rajasthan 

Slui Gour Hail Sardar, C/o S. D. Sardar, 

D-66, Kolihan, Post Office Khetri, 

District Jhunjhun, Rajasthan ...Petitioner 

Versus 


The Supeuntendeni, 

M/s. Jaipur Udyog Limited, P.O. Phalodi Quarry, 

Distiicl Sawaimadhopur. ...Respondent. 

AWARD 

The CenUal Government as appropriate Government vide 
lis order No. L-290I2/1/79-D. III. B dated the 29th December, 
1980 lefeired an Industrial Dispute u/s 10 of the I.D. Act 
to this Tribunal in the following leans : 

Whether the action of the management of M/s. Jaipur 
Udyog Limited, Post Office Phalodi Quarry, District 
Sawaimadhopur (Rajasthan) in terminating the 
Services of Shri Gour Hari Sardar on medical grounds 
was justified ? If not, to what relief is the concerned 
woikman entitled 

2. On icecipt of the reference it was ordered to be registered 
and usual notices were sent to the parlies. In pursuance of 
the said notice the. parlies appeared before me and submitted 
that inadveilantly two reference orders have been leccived 
by this Tribunal in respect of same and similar mailer. Lbe 
reference leccived prior may therefore be only proceeded with 
and this subsequent leference by the appropriate Government 
is bad. 

3. Keeping in view the fact that certainly a refeience 
No. 142 of 1980 has alieady been registeied and is undei 
adjudication with ibis Tlibunal, this fresh reference is barrel 
and incompetent and accoidingiy it awarded in this leferenco 
that this subsequent reference is incompetent and not maintain- 
able and hence lejected and dismissed. This is without prejudice 
to any award which may be passed in T.D, No 142 of 1980 
between these parties. In the peculiar circumstances of this 
case parlies arc left to bear their own costs. 

FURTHER ORDERED : 

That requisite number of copies of Ibis awurd may be sent 
to the appropiiate Government for necessary action at theif 
end. 


T$ i 9 SffcT, 1981 

fiioSTTo 13 3 3 — qj .44 •ruaiie 'ey'll 'a frffi frfifi, 1978 % 

fanr i 6 trtr ftfifi 3 % TT-fmifi (2) T ret ifer 

Tnfinr 4.84111 fhftr fifufTTU, 1976 (l976 44 fiffifTfifi 62) 
4 ?r «rm 5 am smr fifom tt swot Traf ju, q-puc, 

• : % j 1 'i 0 . TTTT fiji 8PTT44L sTsfl ufefi Tfift E^l id r-il '.’1 bl . 1 
fiPfi t(pf tfn fiffiffi «P1 rjOTfifi ffiHffm Tfifi : — 

1 . fifi Rqfl tTOW 

f*?n: TRTR, 

2. 44TPn fifi 34TRTOT 

5 5 5t( 2, UT^qqjfUM, 


3. 

1 


4. fit 04^5^4 HT 

fTHFT fifiT 
1 

5 . *ff ijo rntfi^R] fipfnrEi *5 srfRpTftj 

5W44 frfit <7fi° TfitfiftT TffV 

rrrmr fro, fipj/rfi fatjH ird4>, Tran i 


e. fit wffit jttc ftm, ] 
fifit, 

4 49X3. I Cl 7X 4 1 Aid fififit 

1 irtfifT*fTT,'TAWTJt: (ffiCJfi) I 

7. fit t/steutt 
[fiERCT, ] 

tfttftfifi^fifiT, FTHT, ijifr. 1 

8. fit° 

[fiifiwt,} 

'sfrxt 4sf.fi jjffirrr fasn: urefis i 

9 . fii’fiqt uf'T.xMt fir-tr 1 /. 


(trupu % arfaffiffi 


TntTTfr % afTffirftT 


JrfrfrfT 


fifjjrrrwt % JtftrWtr 


Wfi, 

sftmrf ) i 

2 Sfaitfi fifitrr fits fiftrftr tt Jjwrrafi firatfm q;x?ft J i 

[fio t7fi-230i8/5/8i-wrr-5] 
RR° ^To fiTT fiffifi 


New Delhi, the 9th April, 1981 

S.O. 1335 In exercise of ihe powers conferred by Section 
5 of the Beodi Workers Welfare Fund Act,T976 (Aql 62 of 1976) 
read with sub-rule (2) of rule 3 and rule 16 of the Beedt 'Work- 
ers Welfare Fund Rules 1978 the Central Government hereby " 
constitutes an Advisory Committee for the State of Bihar Con- 
sisting of following members and fixes ihe headquarters of the 
said committee namely : — 


1 , Labour Minister 

Government of Bihar Patna. 


Chairman 


t amp : At laipur 

Dnled : the 19th of March, 1981, 

MAHESH CHANDRA Presiding Officer. 

[No. L-29012/1 /79-D. T1HR)] 
K. K, HANDA, Under Secy. 


2. Welfare Commissioner Vice-Chairman 

I Labour Welfarw Organisation (ex-officio) 

Ministry of Labour 
555-A/2 New Mumfordganj 
Allahabad. 
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3. Labour Commissioner 
Bihar Patna. 


Member— 

ex-officio 


4. Shri Shamasuddin Khan Member 

MLA, 

3-B Ghatindhi Jamshedpur. 


5. Shri Mohamad Jamuldin 
Director 

M/s S.K. Naseerudin Bcedi Mer- 
chants Ltd Salooganj Nalanda. 


6. Shri Asit Kumar Biswas 
Secretary 

Chakradhnrpur Beedi Tobacco 
Merchants Association 
Chakradharpur (Singhbhum) 


[ Employers 
y representatives 


7. Shri Sukh Narayan Sinha 

President Beedi Mazdoor Sabha 
Jhajha Monghyr, 


8. Md. Sharafuddin 
General Secretary 
Beedi Workers Union 
Bihar Sharif 


1 


Workers 

y representatives 


9. Smt. Muktidani Sunrbhrohi 

Member Legislative Assembly Women — Member 

Bihar 

Jhlnkpani Singhbhum. 


2. The Central Government hereby fixes] Allahabad as the 
headquarters of the said Advisory Committee. 


And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion that 
public interest requires hte extension of the said period by a 
further period of six months; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
the provision lo sub-clause (vj) of clause (n) of section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), declared 
Central Government hereby declares the said industry to be 
a public utility service for the purpose of the said Act, for 
a further period of six months from the 20th April, 1981. 

[No. S. 11017/7/81 [D.I.(A)] 
16H&T. 1 9 a 1 

aflo 1137. — rt(f flnTWFT fct FTP) Tt 
if nrrr ^rofr *tt, firm, rrfnfH'trn, 1947 

( 1947TT 14 ) ^ 0 Kr 2 % ms (®) % Ftram (vi) % swtff 
% if HR7 4H4>K % HHTHq tf) WfirfFFr tfW 

tn-oWTo 3108, 28 1980 ITO fr# »ff tfvT iff 

fr®T 9tT FTP qfjfmPT % spfYsRf if fipr 10 fiqurc 1980 if 

0: jtpt ®ff 'mraftt ^ fkq mTdrqf'ff for qtffo faun ft; 

tut $ far fr atwrarfh ad b. urn vr 

tftr atparq'ftr % ffo *hp it arm fofam 

ha m nfartffo fforc HUrifon, 1947 (1047 ar 14 ) 
aff hpt 2 ^t tyrf /.j ) % t 1 1 4ia (vi) % TPh/r ttr Man viffot) 
ar font at < H 4, 'tlPT trratR Fffi 3 but aff qltiffoq ^r 

m4Nihi' % ffo 10 Ft, 1980 it b- nm aff tffa arpTrafir 
fan nfo Ffobft for rnffo qfo) £ 1 

[fo OTT-l 1 017/6/8 l-#f l(f) 
nF° fo FrtnpiR, HHC hifo 

New Delhi, the 16lh April, 1981 


[No. S/23018/5/81- MV] 
R. K. DAS Under Secy. 

fofawf), oxrffa, i98t 

atto apo 133 6. — fofo trut % ffthtf fit ifo tt far 
sfoffo if tfo arpn foRm ft vfartfw fa an nfirfforr, 1947 

(1947 an 14) aff HPT 2 v Hpa (a) % wir (vi) % fwh) 
apJTPTa if HRF FTatp: % «R foTFR aff Hfsr^HFT tftPTi 
atro srio 2816 htOot xngqv, 1900 jft tjYffon Frfo aff 
Fan tstfyfHnq ^r stfrfof % fan 20 va^«rr, ioso it b 
sis aff aiKiiqin ^r fill; tffat j'ufbll irar dtfan faun ft; 

affr rrratTT aff < nr ^ fat bfarffo if fft atrrmfH aff 
B: fbt if) aflr atprrafH % ffo q^pn npn foffo 

am: mr, atWtfqat ffora arftrffotr, 1947 (1947 an 14) 

aff hpt 2 $ aja® ($) % tto (vi) $r arn smn 

arfffitff art mfpr atayf go Hratn: Fm FafPr aff fte nfa- 
ffprn' Mota-tf 20 hUr, ioso it w ftf aff qY< 

atmrrafH- Fiat wMf ipn qrftn atrtf/ Y; 1 

[«» r)H- 1101 7/7/8 1-tff l(rr)] 

New Delhi, (he 9th April, 1981 

S.O, 1334!. — Whereas the Central Government having been 
satisfied that the public interest so required had, in pursuance 
of the provision of sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of section 2 
of the Industiial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), declared 
by the notification of Ihe Government of India in the Ministry 
of Labour No. S.O. 2816 dated the 1st October, 1980. 
service in the uranium industry to be a public utility service 
for the purposes of the said Act, for a period of six months 
from the 20th Oc ober, 1980; 


S.O. , — Whereas the Central Government having been 

satisfied that th epublic interest so required had, in pursuance 
of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), dcclaied 
by the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Labour No. S.O. 3108 dated the 28th October, 1980, the 
seivicc in any oil field to be a public utility service for 
the purposes of the said Act, for a period of six months, 
from the 10th November, 1980; 

And whereas, the Central Government Is of opinion that 
public interest rcquiios the extension of the said period by 
a fuilher period of six months; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
the pioviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of section 2 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby declares the said industry to be a pub- 
lic utility service for the purposes of the said Act, for a 
further period of six months from the 10th May, 1981. 

[No. S-11017/6/81-D.I(A)I 
L. K. NARAYANAN, Under Secy. 
New Delhi, the 16th April, 1981 

S.O. 1338, — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes (he following award of the Central Govern- 
ment Industrial Tiibunal No. 2, Dhunbad, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Central Workshop, Area No. VHT of Messrs Bharat Coking 
Coal Limited, Post Office Kustore, District Dhanbad and 
their woikmen, which was received by the Central Govern- 
ment on the 8th April, 1981. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) DHANBAD 
Reference No. 98 of 1979 

Tn the matter of an industiial dispute under S. 10(l)(d> of 
the I. D. Act, 1947. 

FARTTF5 : 

Employers in relation to the management of Central 
Workshop, Area No, VHI of Messrs Bharat Coking 
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Coal Liml ed, Post office Kustorc, District Dhanbad 
and their workmen, 

APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the employers,- — Shri B. Joshi, Advocate, 

On behalf of the workmen. — Shri N. Nag, President, 
Akhil Bhartiya Shosit Muzdoor Suiigh, Nagnugar, 
Dhanbad, 

STATE : Bihar. INDUSTRY : Coal, 

Dhanbad, 30th March, 1981 
AWARD 

This is a reference under S. 10 of the LD. Act, 1937, The 
Central Government by its notification No. L-20012/168/ 
78/D.I1RA) dated 31st July, 1979 has referred this dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication on the following terms : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the workmen of Central Work- 
shopt Area No. VIII of Messrs Bharat Coking 
Coal Limited, Post office Kustorc, Dis'rict Dhanbad 
that Shri Raghunandan Vishwakarma should be 
placed in category-V from the 17th October, 1971 
and Category- VI from the 17th October, 1974 is 
justified ? If not, lo what relief is the said work- 
man entitled ?” 

2. The concerned workman Shri Raghunandan Vishwakarma 
is a mechanical fitter since May 1966 in category IV. 
According to him he should have been placed in category 
V from the date of nationalisation i.e. from 17-10-1971, His 
fur her claim is that he should have been given category 
VI w.e.f. 17-10-1974, The above claim is based on the fact 
that he has gained skill and experience by virtue of his doing 
the same job since 1966 i.e. prior to nationalisation. 

3. The oase of the management Is that at the time of 
nationalisation the concerned workman was found on the 
basis of document that he was working as general mazdoor 
in category-I. He was promoted as fitter helper in category-11 
on 4-8-72 and was further promoted as mechanical fitter in 
category IV in the year 1973. 

4. An industrial dispute was raised on the basis of which 
this reference has been made. In support of his claim the 
concerned workman has filed two docuranets only. The first 

document is Ext. W.l which is a certificate issued by the Chief 
Engineer of Raneegungc Coal Association Limited, This certi- 
ficate has been issued by the Central office of Kustore colliery 
on 1st October, 1971. Tin's certificate shows that Shri 
Raghunandan Vishwakarma worked in that concern as a 
mechanical fitter since 1st May, 1966 to 30th September. 
1971 and still continuing as such. The next document is of 
Bharat Coking Coal I imited, Ext. W 2 which aeain a certi- 
ficate issued on 19-6-73 under the signature of Shri N. K. 
Sinha Engineer, Central workshop, Kustore Sub-Area of BCCL, 
This cetificate shows that the concerned workman has been 
working in catcgorv-IV but according tn his nualificatlon he 
should have been placed In category-IV. The Management has 
field Ext M.1 which is an office order dated 21-3-75 under 
which the concerned workman was released fo 1 - poMing at 
Ekra Woikshon Ext. M.2 is a representation by the concerned 
workman against this transfer. Under Fxt M3 his renresenta- 
tion was rejected. Fxt,M4 is a letter dated 24-3-78 signed by 
Shri N. Nag. President. Akhil Bhartiya Shosit Mazdoor Sane 
addressed to the Assistant Labour Commissioner (O Dhanbad 
Under this letter Shri Raehunandan Vishwakarma has claimed 
Category-V w e f. 17-10-71 end category-VT w.e.f. 17-10-74 
and category VTT from 17-10-77. 

5 So far as oral evidence is concerned Shri Raghunandan 
Vishwakarma as WW-1 has denote 1 th,,r he has been woiking 
in Central woikshon of Kusfoie colliorv sines 1966. hut Ins- 
rifn of the wago hoard recommendation fire private own-re 
did not rive him nnv category. Tn 1971 the Brer toot reer 
the colllerv and gn'-'e him cntegorv-TV Bid he should have 
been given Cnteeorv-V. Hi' evidence i the' ’ t the time of th„ 
nrfvate owner he was netting the wanes of cateeorv TV. His 
nlea ; s that when BCCT took over his (oh requirement was 
heavier than before and that is why he was claiming categoiy- 


6. WW-2 is one Shri Baijnath Nonia of Kustore central 
workshop. His evidence is that he has been working in Cen- 
tral workshop of Kustore since 1947 and the concerned 
workman was appointed in 1966 as mechanical fitter. He has 
roved Exts. W1 and Ext. W2. 

7. The management examined only one witness Shri. S. 
Mukhcrjee, a Group Personnel Officer of Kustore group of 

collieries. He has proved weekly attendance register from 
week ending 2-9-72 to 9-12-72. This register has been mat- 
ed Ext. M5. He has also proved Ext. M6 which is monthly 
ttendance register of Kustore workshop from January 1975 to 
5th January, 1976. His evidence is that at the lime of take 
over of the management from 17-10-71 Sri Viswakarma 
was a general mazdoor. He was promoted as fitter helper in 
category-JI in August, 1972. in Ext,M5 hi; designation and 
category has been mentioned as fitter helper in category II. 
He was promoted as mistry in the year 1973, and in Ext.NW 
his designation has been shown as litter in category-IV 

8. The claim of the concerned workman is not based on 
any document. The two certificates Exts, W.l and W.2 are 
more recommendatory. According to the management the 
concerned workman was placed in category I on the basis 
of documents produced by the ex-owner. The concerned 
workman has admitted that during the tenure of servjce 
under the private owner he was not given any category in- 
spite of wage board recommendation which came into effect in 
1967. At the time of take over the Custodian had to go by 
the papers produced by the private owner. It appears that 
soon after nationalisation the efficiency of the concerned 
workman was noticed and he was promoted in categoryll 
as filter helper 1 . In the succeeding year i.e. 1973 he was 
placed in category IV in which post he was continu- 
ing when this dispute arose, Tn this reference the question is 
whether he should be placed in category-V from 17-10-1971 
nd in category-VT from 17-10-74. I see no basis on which 
his demand is based. Obviously on 17-10-1971 the concer- 
ned workman could not be placed in category V because the 
papers of the private owner did not designate him as mec- 
hanical fitter. The subsequent placement in category-VI is a 
matter of promotion. I have already said that at the time of 
take over the concerned workman was placed in category- 
I as a general mazdoor and subsequently was placed in cate- 
gory-II and in 1974 he was placed in category-TV. Tn the 
matter of promotion the management is the sole authority 
and the Tribunal can interfere only on tho ground .of unfair 
labour practice. In this case no instance has been given as to 
why the management should be vindictive against the con- 
cerned workman. According to the concerned workman some 
workman of the workshop were given higher categorys al- 
though they possesed the same qualification and experience. 

But the attendance register filed before me will go to show 
that these workers intially had got higher categories and had 
been appointed much earlier than the concened woikman. 
Even WW-2 was appointed In 1 947. T therefore find no rea- 
son to interfare in discretion of the management in the 
matter of promotion of the concerned workman. 

9. Thus considering all aspects of the matter T have to hold 
that three workers initially had cot higher categories and bad 

No. Vlil of Messrs Bharat Coking Coal T.imted. Post office 
Kustore. District Dhanbad that Shri Raghunandan Vishwa- 
karma should be placed in categorv-V from the 17th 
October. 1971 and categnrv-VT from the 17th October. 1974 
is not justified. Consequently, the concerned workman is en- 
titled to no relief, 

This is mv award. 

J. P. STNGH Presiding Officer, 

INo. L. 20(112/168 /78-D. TIT <A)1 
A. V. S. SARMA, Desk Officer, 

New Delhi, the 23rd April, 1981 

9.0, 1339. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disrates A Ct 1947 (]d of 19471. the Central Government 
hcrebv pnbli'hes the following award of tho Central Govern- 
ment TndustriM Tribunal Bangalore. in the industrial dispute 
between the emnlovrrs in relation to the management of T.ife 
Insurance Corporation of India, Bangalore Division, Bangalore 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central Govern- 
ment on the 15th April, 1981. 
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BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL IN KARNATAKA. 
BANGALORE 

Dated this the 7th day of April, 1981 
Central Reference No, 9 of 1976 

I PARTY : 

Workmen represented by the General Secretary, ETC 
Employees Union, 253. 6th Main Road, S. R. 
Nagpur, Bangalore-560027. 

-Vs- 

II PARTY : 

The Senior Divisional Manager, Life Insurance Corpora- 
tion of India, ‘Jeevan Prukash’, I. C'. Road, 

Bangalore-560002. 

APPEARANCES : 

For the I Party. — Sri M, C, Narasimhun, Advocate, Ban- 
galore. 

For the II Party.— Sri A. W. Dharwadker, Advocate, 
Deputy Secietary (Personnel) and Law Officer, 
L.I.C., Bombay. 

REFERENCE : 

(Government Orders Nos. L- 17011(7) /76-D. IV(A) dated 
18-10-1976 and even No. Dated 3-11-1976). 

AWARD 

As per Order No. I.-17011 (7) /76-D. IV(A) dated 18-10-1976 
and letter even No. dated 3-11-1976 issued in exercise of 
the powers conferred by Section 7-A read with clause fd) of 
sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government have referred 
the following dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal : — 

Whether the management of Life Insurance Corporation 
of India, Bangalore Division are justified in denying: 

(1) (i) One increment to Shri N. Eswara Rao Maney 
on account of weightage for ‘Continuous' 
pa3t service ; and 

(ii) Increments on account of past service despite 
breaks to Sarvashri K. Kondappa, B, Vasudeva 
Rao, V. N. Shivashankar Abdul Razak, N. R. 
Krishna, G. Krishnaraj Urs, H. Gangarama Rao, 
M, A. V. Sharma, S. V. S. Sharma, and Khadcr 
Moyiyuddin ; 

(2) Two increments each to Sarvashri G. Moses 
Ratnum and D. S. Kempegowda and three in- 
crements each to Sarvashl’i N. R, Krishjiamui thv 
and S. N. Swamy Rao, on account of weightage 
for wni service ; and 

(3) Two increments on account of weightage for 
graduation to each of the folowlng employees 

1. Md. Jamaluddin 

2. K, Rama Rao 

3. A. Joseph 

4. S. Rama Murfhy 

5. G. Moses Rathnam 

6. R. Krishnoji Rao 

If not, to what relief are the workmen concerned entitled ? 

2. The averments made by the I Party workmen in their 
Claim Statement arc as follows : 

That the IT Party i.e., Life Insurance Corporation of Tndia 
hereinafter called for the sake of brevity as Corporation Is ?n 
industry established bv an Act of Parliament on 1-9-1956 
to transact the business of Life Insurance. The IT Parfv is 
doing the business of T ife Insurance and also carrving on 
activities in the nature of issurance of loans and so on since 
Its indention F'"ther the Corporation ha» taken o lr < j r th- 
business nnd trade carried on bv the various Insurance Organi- 
sations. The wed men concerned in this dismite are emnlnver'i 
in Clerical, Manual and Technical work under the sunervlslon 
and guidance of various agents of the IT Parfv. Prior to 
the for"’itf -"■> of the TT Partv Cornoration there were diffe- 
rent companies carrying on the business of T ife Insurance 
Likewise various departments of State Governments were also 
carrying on the insurance business. The Mysore Government 


Insurance Department was one such depattment of Govern- 
ment. As a result of the formation of the II Party, Life 
Insurance business in the various companies including that 
of the Mysore Government Insurance Department was taken 
over by the II Party. Alongwith the assets, the liabilities in- 
cluding the staff of the above said companies and the depart- 
ments of State wete transferred to the II Party. Thus over 
500 employees of the Mysore Government Insurance Depart- 
ment were transferred to the IT Party Corporation, 

3. Some of the employees whose services were transferred 
from M.G.I.D. to L.I.C. had joined in the first instance of 
the various departments of the Slate Government, such as 
Food and Civil Supplies, Revenue, Agriculture, Fducation, 
Military etc. The posts of employees and the services of 
the Mvsorc Government working in various departments were 
transferable in that an employee working in one department 
could be transferred to another department. Whenever some 
posts became cither superllous or unnecessary or employees 
occupying these posts were sent to other Departments. Thus 
many employees serving In various Department of Gov- 
ernment of Mysore to be absorbed' in the Mvsore Gov- 
ernment Insurance Department prior to 1956. Meanwhile 
the TI Party Corporation came into existence. 

4. After the formation of the If Party Corporation, the 
Government of India published an order through the Minis- 
try of Finance; which came to be known as the standardisa- 
tion order dated 1st June, 1957 wherein the Go vein meat of 
India stated the norms regarding various conditions of service 
of the employees of the Life Insurance Corporation of India. 

6, In the case of M O T D. employees, the Insurer, unlike 
Private Insurance was Mysore Government and the Mysore 
Government Insurance Department was one of the several 
departments of Mysore Government. The M.G.I.D. did not 
have its separate rules for governing the salmy and other 
se. ice conditions of the employees. They were aU govern- 
ed by the Mysore Service Regulations which applied uniform- 
ly to all the departments of Government like, Food, Revenue, 
Agriculture etc. Thus, when the services of the M.G.I.D, 
employees were transferred to L.I.C., the L.I.C, took Into 
account the Immediate services of these employees in the 
M.G.T.D. for granting weightage as per clause 6(b) of the 
standardisation order, their past services in other Departments 
f Mysore Government before joining the M.G.I.D. were 
gnored in some cases for weightage purposes onlv But these 
ervices have been reckoned for the purposes of calculating 
pension, gratuity by the IT Party. Therefore, some of the 
employees transferred to M.G.I.D. wete deprived of the in- 
crement which thev ought to have got by virtue of the 
standardisation order, because the L.I.C did not recognise 
their past service in the parent Department which was invio- 
lation of Art, 263(d) of the Mysore Services Regulations, 
1953. 

6. The L.I.C. by its standardisation order fitted graduates 
in the Assistants grade Rs. 85. It gave two special incre- 
ments to graduate employees. As a result of This fixation 
a number of anamolies arose and a discrimination also occurr- 
ed. However, at the instance of the Union, the T ,T C. extend- 
ed th e benefit of graduate increments to the transferred emp- 
loyees who became graduates after 1st September, 1956. 
Similarly, the L.I.C. extended the benefit of graduate incre- 
ment to such employees who became graduates during the 
custodian’s period (19th Tamtarv, 1966 to 3Ft August, 1956). 
Besides as above, the L.I C. also extended the benefit' of gra- 
duate increment to son,, employees who became graduates 
before 19th January, 1956. Thus, the refusal of the L.T.C. 
to gi'T two graduation increments to the graduate employees 
who had secured their graduation, prior to 19th January, 
956 residtitfg in various discrimination. 

7, The L.T C. failed to give due weightaee to the employees 
who rendered war service between 3rd September, 1939 to 
31st March, 1946, Certain employees of the M.G.T.D. wlfose 
sen ices were transferred to L.T.C. had nut in war service in 
the Tndian Armv daring the World War. These employees 
entered the service of the M.G.T .D. against the reserved va- 
cancies. When the fixation was dope as per clause 6(b) of 
the standardisation order dated 1st Tune, 1957 in L.T.C., the 
weightage for 'constructive war service' was no f given. This 
war rer'-ic- had not h-en reckoned by the Mvsore Govern- 
ment nnd therefore the action of the L.I.C. in not giving 
weightage for constructive war service violated the order 
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issued by the Under Secretary to Government, Home De- 
partment and Secretai), Mysore State Soldiers, Sailors and 
Airman Board addressed to the Divisional Manager or L.I.C., 
Bangalore, as per No, BD 43 MRA 60 dated 20th November, 
1961. Accordingly the 1 Party have contended that the above 
demands i e. weightage to 

1. Weightage to E=wai Rao Mnney, 

2. weightage for past services, 

3. graduation increments and 

4. War services 

are just demands and the employees are entitled to (hem un- 
der the conditions of services prevailing. 

K. However, their demands were refused by the II Pnity. 
The I Party have given the details of the various past set- 
vices which ought to have taken into consideration in the 
various departments of the Mysore Government and also 
war services as under : 

(a) Hswara Rao Mane joined the service of ihc Mysore 
State Forces on 19-8-1948 and was relived from the said 

department of the Mysore State Government on 22-11-1948 
and joined M.G.I.D. on 23-11-1948. Hence there was 
no break in service. His actual service as on 1-9-1956 was 
8 years and 1 1 days ( 3 months and 3 days War service 
7 years 9 months and 8 days M.G.I.D. service) Still he 
was deprived of the increment and Ills pay was fixed on 
1-9-1956 at Rs. 90. 

(b) Regarding the demand foi inciements on account ol 
past service despite breaks, the I Party have stated : — 

(1) K. Kondappa joined Food Department of the Mysore 
State Government on 12-3-1952 but was relieved on 
31-5-1952. He was reappointed in the same depart- 
ment on 1-7-1952 and was relieved on 30-11-1954. 
He was absorbed in M. G. I, D. on 10-2-1955. 
Thus there was only a break of 3 months and 
10 days although his actual service as on 1-9-1956 
was 4 yeais 2 months and 9 duys but his basic pay 
was fixed on 1-9-1956 at Rs. 75 only. 

(ii) B. Vasudeva Rao joined the Food Depaitment on 
28-7-1946 and was relieved from that department on 
31-8-54. He was absorbed in M. G. I. D. ser- 
vice on 22-6-1955. There was break of 9 months 
and 21 days, his actual service as on 1-9-1956 was 9 
years 3 months and 12 days, but his basic pay was 
fixed on 1-9-1956 at Rs. 85 resulting in the levs 
of four increments. 

(iii) V. N. Shivashankar joined the Food Department 
on 3-10-1951 and was relieved from that depart- 
ment on 1-6-1952. He was absorbed in M. G. I. D. 
service on 12-1-1953, the break in service was 7 
months and II days. His actual service ns on 
1-9-56 was 4 years 3 months and 17 days but his 
basic pay as on 1-9-1956 was fixed at Rs. 80/-. 
He thus lost one increment. 

(iv) Abdul Razak joined the Food Department on 
22-4-1950 and was relived from that deportment 
on 5-5-1953. He was absorbed in M. G. I, D. ser- 
vice on 28-5-1953. Thus the break in service was 
only 23 days. His actual service as on 1-9-1956 
was 6 years 3 months and 16 davs, but his basic- 
pay was fried on 1-9-1956 at Rs. SO. He lost 
two increments. 

(V) N. R. Krishna joined tile Government Silk Filature 
Department on 13-11-1946 and was relieved from 
that department on 15-4-1952. He was absorbed 
into the M. G. I. D. service on 2-9 1955. The 
break in his service was 3 years 4 months and 17 
days. His actual service as on 1-9-1956 was 6 
vears 5 months and 1 day, but his basic pay was 
fixed on 1-9-1956 at Rs. 75. He lost 3 incre- 
ments. 

fvi) G. Krishnaraj Urs joined ihc Mysm-e Govern- 
ment Insurance Department on 1-11-1949 and was 
relieved from the said department on 7-3-1950. He 
was absorbed in M. G, 1. D. service again on 
16-10-1950. The break in seivice was thus 7 

months and 9 days. His actual service as on 

1-9-1956 was 6 years 2 months and 21 days, but 
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his basic pay was fixed on 1-9-56 at Rs, 85, He 
lost one increment. 

(vil) M. A, V. Sharma joined the Food Department 
on 4-7-1949 and was relieved from that depart- 
ment on 9-1-53, He was absorbed In M. G. 1. D. 
service on 23-4-53, The break in service was only 
.1 months and 14 days. His aclual service as on 
1-9-1956 was 6 year 3 II months 13 days, but his 
basic pay was fixed on 1-9-56 at Rs. 80. He lost 

two increments. 

Note : — In case of this employee though the basic 
salary was fixed at Rs. 80 after giving only one 
weightage increment, on representation from the 
employee he was refixed at Rs. 90 giving all the 
3 increments due. However on 20-9-1961 the 
two increments thus granted were withdiawn. 

fviii) S. V. Subramanya Sharma joined the Food De- 
partment on 28-7-1950 and was relieved irom that 
department on 18-2-1953. He was absorbed in 
M. G. I. D. service on 23-5-53. The break in sei- 
vice was 3 months and 5 days. His actual service 
as on 1-9-1956 was 5 years and 9 months and 28 
days, but his basic pay was fixed on 1-9-1956 at 
Rs. 80/-. He lost one increment. 

(ix) Khader Moyiyuddin joined the Food Depait- 
ment on 29-9-1947 and was relieved from that de- 
pertment on 31-3-54. He was joined in the 
P. W. D. on 20-1-1955 and was relieved from thut 
department on 6-4-1955. He was absorbed into the 
M.G.I.D. service on 7-4-55. The break in service 
was only 9 months and 19 days. His aclual service 
as on 1-9-1956 was 8 yeais 1 months and 13 days, 
but his basic pay was fixed on 1-9-1956 at Rs. 75 
He lost four increments. 

fx) H. Gangarama Roa joined the Agricultural De- 
partment on 5-9-1951 and was relieved from that 
department on 30 L 6-52. He was absorbed in 
M. G.. I. D. service on. 25-4-1953. The break 
in service was only 9 months and 25 days. His 
actual service as on 1-9-1956 was 4 years 2 
months and 1 day, but his salary was fixed at 
Rs. 80. Ho lost one increment. 

9- Thus the I Party have Rtated that when it was brought 
to the notice of the II Party thut an employee in M. G. I. D. 
service being a Government servant had a protection under 
clause 6(b) of the standardisation order and also undei 
Art. 263(d) of the Mysore Service Regulations ns on 
August 31, 1956 and thus under th© said clause the rights 

of employees against the old employers were available 
against the new employers also but the II Party ignore 
them. It is also alleged that the II Party never considered 
that break in service depiives the workers of their weightage 
increments for services prior to their break. Thus Tt 
is alleged that the II Party had ignored the break in service 
and denied the weightage inciements for services prior to 
the bleak. Still such reliefs were given to some' workmen. 

10 The I Party have stated that although there was u 
break in service it bad given increments to some workers 

i.e. 

1. T. S. Subba Rno, 

S. R. No, 05432, 

2. E. Sadashiva Rao, 

S. R. No. 05133 

3. B. Rudrappu, 

05155 

4. D. Krishna Murthv, 

05135 

5. T. V. Vcnkataiamanainh, 

05433 

6. M. D. Partha Sarathy, 

05440 

7. G, Jnnardhana Swamv 

05562 


t,c ) As regards the denial of the weightage increments 
for war service, the I Party have contended thus — 

(i) S. N. Swaniy Roa served in Indian Army froifi 
21-2-1941 to 27-12-1945. He had a construc- 
tive war service of 5 years 1 month and 10 day*. 
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He was basorbcd In M. G- I. D. on 16-12-46. His 
constructive war service was du-.y reckoned by 
M. G. I. D. and as on 1-9-1956 be had a total 
service of 14 years. 9 months Had 25 days. He 
was fixed on 1-9-1956 after giving only tour in- 
crements instead of seven. Thus as a result of 
wrong fixation he lost three increments. 

(ii) Moses Rathnam served in the Indian Army frem 
14 . 4 T 941 to 31-8-1946, had a constructive war 
service of 5 years 2 months and 17 days, lie 
was absorbed in M. G. f, D. service on 17-7-1950, 
His constructive war sendee was duly reckoned by 
M. G. I. D. ns on 1 9-1956. He had a total* service 
of 11 years and four months. His pay was fixed 
as on 1-9-56 only by giving 3 increments instead 
of 5. As a result of this wrong fixation, he lost 
two Increments. 

(hi) M. R. Krishna Murthy served in the Indian Armv 
from 26-6-1941 to 31-3-1946. He had a cons- 
tructive war service of 4 years 9 months and 5 
days. He was absorbed in M. G. I, D. service on 
3-12-1946. As on 1-9-56 he had a total service of 
14 years 6 months and 3 days, He was fixed on 
1-9-J6 after giving only 4 Increments Instead ot 
7, thus he lost 3 increments. 

(iv) D. S. Kemplegowda served tl*e Indian Army 
from 22-4-42 to 21-4-54. He had a construc- 
tive war service of 3 years 1 1 months and 9 
days. He was absorbed into M. G. I. D, on 
27-4-1955. His constructive war service was duly 
reckoned by M. G, I. D. As on 1-9-56 he had 
h total service of 5 years 4 months and 13 dnvs. 
But on 1-9-19 56 be was fixed only at the mini- 
mum basic pay of Rs. 75 Instead of Rs. 95. He 
thus lost two increments. 

11. The I Party have further alleged that as far as War 
Service weightages are concerned, the II Party have ad- 
mitted the iustne.s of the I Party’s claim but tried to get 
over their liability by claiming that the recognition of war 
service by the Mysore Government was only for the limi- 
ted purpose of leave and pension, The II Partv had also 
granted increment of war service rendered In Mysore State 
Forces service and therefore their denial is without good 
reason. 

12. The contention of the I Partv regarding graduation 
increment is as follows : — • 


The demand of the employees had been recognised by 
the II Party for granting graduation increments. One 
Sri Mohamed Bashir Ahmed and Sri T. Shivashankar who 
were Graduates with 1 vear and 9 months service as on 
31-8-1956 were fixed with a basic salary of Rs. 85 as 
on 1-9-1956 when their service was nearly over 5 years and 

6 months. Some concerned workmen who had put in over 

7 years of service were fixed at Rs. 90 and thus the 
Corporation had made discrimination in granting gradua- 
tion Incremtnts. 

13 The I Party have filed Additional Claim Statement on 
27-10-1977 wherein they have further contended that 
the action of the II Partv is violative of the protection con- 
tained In Art. 14 and IS of the Constitution of India. The 
clairm mad© bv them in this Reference are jtflrty based on 
the Standardisation Order and partly on equity and principles 
evolved by adtudlcation. Even if there be any deficiency 
in the standardisation order the same has to be made pood 
ip the Interest of social justice and industrial harmony, 
keening in view the long service rendered bv the T Party 
workmen and a ho the purpose of the scheme nndetlvlng 
the grant of increments and weiahtaee. The claim for 
various types of increments In this reference is made not 
merely on account of standardisation order hut also on 
other ground. The denial of taking Into consideration the 
war service will be. unreasonable." The Industrial Tribu- 
nal can arant increment based on such war service evert 
if there be no express provis'op in the standardisation order. 

1 t Thev heve also contended <hat the Lif* Tn<momr e 
Corporation b dm? an industry within the meaning of Sec- 


tion 2(j) of the Industrial Disputes Act, the conditions of 
envisaged in the Industrial Disputes Act. The place ot stan- 
envisaged in the Industrial Disputes Act. Tbo place of stan- 
dardisation outer has been taken by subsequent ‘etucnients 
between the parties. 


15. The I Party have staled that the o'de* dated 1-6-1957 
under Section 1112) of the Life Insurance Act of 1956 in so 
far as it relates to basic pay fitment in the new scale as in 
pat a 6(b) ot the said order is neither legal nor just. The said 
para 6(b) whereby the service rendered by an employee 
under the State Government Departments other than the 
Insurance Department is inequitable and violative of the 
Articlues 14 and 16 of the Cons.itution of India. The service 
rendered by an employee under the State Government in 
various departments is a valuable right which cannot be purpo- 
rated to be taken away or abrogated. Such a power is not envi- 
saged under Section 11(2) of the Life Insurance Act. At any 
late, the Government should have given to the employees due 
notice of its in'enlion before issuing such an order which 
adversely affect the employees. They have also alleged that 
an order like the standardisation order would not, as stated by 
the Corporation, secure the object of uniformity in the 
scales of remuneration and other terms and conditions of 
service. Further it confers wide power to abrogate and 
suffers from the vice of excessive delegation and does it 
arbitrary. It is also inconsistent with the provisions contained 
in the very standardisation order in respect of gratuity. The 
I Party have stated that when the order itself has In proviso 
to put a 3 given the option to th e employees to retain their 
own scales of pay etc., It is evident, that the standardisation 
ordet is not one intended to achieve uniformity or in exercise 
of the power intended to achieve such an object and thus if 
one section of employees despite the claim for achievina 
uniformity can be allowed to have heller benefits; it is 
inequitable to ignote the services rendered by the ex-State 
Government employees in other departments. Therefore, the 
Central Government have not properly applied their mind to 
the entire aspects of the matter. It is further submitted by 
the I Partv that they are protected under both the Life 
Insurance Act of 1956 as also the Industrial Disputes Act of 
1947 and accordingly they can claim the benefits under both 
the laws and to whichever is more advantageous to Ihem. 
Having contended accordingly, the I Party have urged that 
the Corporation is not justified in denying the various in- 
crements to these 21 workmen. 


16. In their Counter Statement filed on 22-3-1977 the 
Corporation have contended that by an Ordinance called the 
Life Insurance (Emergency Provisions) Ordinance, 1956, the 
management of controlled (Life Insurance) business of the 
insurers was transferred to and vested in the Central Govern- 
ment on the 19th January, 1956. The said Ordinance was sub- 
stituted by the Life Insurance (Emergency Provisions) Act, 
1956, which came into force as from 21st March 1956. On 
the 19th June 1956 the Life Insurance Corporation Act,1956 
(Act 31 of 1956) was pased and pursuant to the said Act, 
the Life Insurance Corporation of India was established 
with effect from 1-9-1956, Jn terms of Section 7 of the 
said Act. all the assets and liabilities appertaining to the 
controlled business of the Insurers stood transferred to and 
vested in the Corpora’ion with effect from 1-9-1956. Section 
1 1 of the Act also provided for the transfer to the Corpora- 
tion of the services of every whole-time employee of an insurer 
whose controlled business was transferred to ant) vested in 
the Corporation and who had been employed by the insurer 
wholly or mninly in connection with his controlled business 
immediately before 1-9-1956. Sub-section (t) of Section 11 
of the Act s'lpulatcd that every employee so transferred to and 
became the employee of the Corporation shall on and from 
the said date hold office thereunder o n fbe same terms and 
conditions of service as he would have held on 1-9-1956 if 
the said Act had not been passed and shall cominue to do 
so unless and until his employment in the Corporation is ter- 
minated or the terms and conditions of his service are duly 
altered bv the Corporation Under sub-section (2) of Section 
11 of ihe Act the Central Government are also vested with 
the authority fo alter, whether bv wav of reduction or other- 
wise _ the scales of remuneration and the other terms and 
conditions of service of the transferred emvlovees if the 
Cen'rnl Government is satisfied that such alteration is called 
for either for ihe purpose of seeuring uniformity in the 
scales of remuneration and the other terms and conditions 
of reranee of th' transferred employes or ip the Interests of 
( h" Corporation npd its poliev holders In exercise of the 
said power vested Jn the Central Government, which is 
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exercisable by it notwithstanding anything contained in 
any law, or sell lenient or awaid or the tdusirial Disputes 
Act, the Central Uoverncie.it has promulgated on 1st June, 
1957 an order calico the Lite insuiauce corporation (Alter- 
ation of Remuneialion and other Terms and Conditions of 
services of Employees) Order, 1957 popularly known as 
“The Standardisation Order" to come into force on 1-9-1956, 
provjdmg for all the terms and conditions of service applicable 
to the transferred employees. 

17. In terms of Explanation to Clause 2 of ihe Standar- 
disation Order, the application of the provisions of the 
said order is confined to service in relation to that insurer 
only in whose service the employee was on the 31st day of 
August 1956. The Corporation submits that when orders 
are issued under powcis conferred by the Act concerning 
the services of employees of previous insurers it is plain that 
they can only refer to service in the insurance business of 
the previous insurer. In so fai as therefore the reliefs sought 
for in the dispute depend on the recognition of service put 
in by the worKmen in departments other than the Insurance 
Department of the Mysore Government the said claim is in 
effect contrary to (he provisions of the standardisation order 
and as such this reference is untenable and bad in law. 

18. The Coipoialion submits that the reference sutlers 
fiOm laches and this Tribunal may not adjudicate the dispute 
involving issues leluting to a period of over 20 years. The 
Corporation have further contended that on 24-1-1974 they 
entered into a Settlement with the various unions represen- 
ting the workmen of ihe Coi partition under which all the 
demands raised by the workmen for revision of terms and 
conditions of service wcic disposed and the said settlement 
remained in force and therefore the present refernco is 
invalid and untenable, It is also stated that Section 11(2) of 

' the L.l.C. Act provided for the termination of employment 
of the workmen in the event of the alfeiaiion in the temu- 
neration and terms and conditions of their service under 
the standardisation order being unacceptable to them, In 
other words, the Coipoiation contended that the workmen in 
this dispute having alieudy accepted the standardisation older 
and continued in the service of the Corporation, the award 
or any relief by this Tribunal by recognition of their services 
in departments other ihan the Mysore Government Insurance 
Department as seivice will be against the provisions of law 
as contained in the L.I.C. Act rendering the service bad in 
law. It is also contended that under Section 49 of the L.I.C. 
Act, the Corporation have framed Regulations that Life 
Insurance Corporation of Tndia (Staff) Regulations, 1960 
called as ‘Staff Regulations’ providing for the terms and 
conditions of service of its employees including the trans- 
ferred employees. These Staff Regulation have been held to 
be statutory and having the force of law. When the con- 
ditions of service of the workmen of the Corporation are 
thus governed by a statute, it is not open to this Tribunal 
to adjudicate this icference and redefine ‘service’ as against 
the definition of service under the S'aff Regulations. Thus, 
the reference made by Ihe Central Government is invalid 
and further the disputes raised by the workmen in this 
icference are no* industrial disputes within the meaning of 
the Industrial Disputes Act und further the reference being 
the subject-matter of old and stale claims of the workmen 
is also void. 

19. Tho Corporation have also contended that there is 
no mention in he present reference as to the employment 
which is treated by the Central Government as ‘continuous 
past service’, ‘past service despite breaks’ or ‘war service’ or 
in relation to which ‘weigh'age for graduation’ is to be gran- 
ted and so on. Thus the reference is vague and incapable of 
being adjudicated As the demands in this reference lequire 
this Tribunal define what constitutes service and deal wi h 
the demand for increments on graduation, both these matters 
having covered by 'he standardisation order and the Staff 
Regulations, which have a statutory force are binding on all 
concerned. Therefore, the Corporation have contended lhat 
this Tribunal has no jurisdication to adjudicate the above 
matters. 

20. The Corporation have vehemently contended that this 
Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adiudicafe upon the present 
reference and have further contended that the said question 
also might be decided as a preliminary Issue staling, that 
by Sec’ion 17(1) of the Life Insurance Act of 1956, the 
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wc.ural Government is empowered to constitute one or more 
iriouiuls anu unucr Rule 1/A ot the Life insurance Corpora- 
tion Holes, 1950 (hereinafter called the Rules) framed by 
tnc Central Government in exercise of power conferred on it 
by (section 48 ot the said Act empoweis the insurance tri- 
bunal to decide or determine any question whether of title 
ot u liaotmy or of any nature whatsoever in relation to the 
a» sets und iiubiliutics pertaining to the controlled business 
of an Insurer transferred to and vested in tho Corporation, 
section 41 of die said Act further vests oa the insurance 
Tribunal exclusive jurisdiction upon any matter winch a 
liibunul is empowered to decide or determine under the said 
Act. T it us, it ts contended by the Corporation that tho 
issues raised by the workmen in the present reterence apper- 
tain lo tne controlled business transferred to and vested in 
tnc Coipoiation and as such it is the Insurance Tribunal 
and the lnsutance Iribunal alone which shall have mrisdi 
cl ion to adjudicate upon the dispute raised in the reference. 

21. The Corporation have further contended that the Life 
Insurance Corporation of India is a statutory Corpoialion 
established under (section 3 ot the Life Insurance Corporation 
Act, 1956 and came into being on the appointed day, 
namely, 1st September 1956. By virtue of Seciion 7 of the 
Act, all the assets and liabilities appertaining to the con- 
l) oiled business of ihe insurers stood uuiuieri ed to and vested 
in the Corporation with effect from 1-9-1956. Thus, tho 
workmen concerned in this dispute have become the em- 
ployees ol ihe Corporation by virtue of Section 11 of the 
said Act which provided further transfer to tho Corporation 
oi the seivice of every wholc-tinte employee of an Insurer 
whose controlled business was transferred to and vested in 
the Corporation. The assets and liabilities apporattning to 
cuntiolled business were transferred to and vested in the 
Corporation by Sction 7 of tho L. I, C. Act, 1956 and the 
employees of the insurer were transferred to the Corporation 
under Section 11 of the said Act, 

22. Ihe Corporation have denied any knowledge that tne 
workmen in thL reference had joined initially any Depart- 
ment other than the M. G. I. D. In any case, that trie 
employees were working with the Mysore Government 
Insurance Department referred to as M. G. 1. D. hereafter 
in other Department of the Government is not material 
lor a consideration in this reference. As the terms of Ihe 
reference do not refer to any seivice with the M, G. I. u. 
or any othei department and therefore, this Tribunal cannot 
go into the question of considering the service of the wom- 
meti put in any other Departments of the Government other 
th,i n Ihe service In the M.G.I.D. or the Corporation, they 
have also contended that the service prior to the establish- 
ment of the Corporation cannot be taken into account by 
stating that the Supreme Court has already held that the 
service with the previous insurer can only refer to service 
in the insurance business ot the previous insurer. They 
have denied that the Mysore Services Regulations, 1953 have 
any application, much less Art. 263(d) thereof so far as the 
issues raised by the I Party workmen are concerned. Accor- 
ding to the Coporation, it is well settled law now lhat set- 
vice with the insurer means only set vice in the insurance 
Partners of the previous insurer. 

23. The Standardisation Order was Issued by the Corpu- 
tation on 1-6-1957, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section 2 of Section 11 of the L.I.C. Act, 1956, altering 
the remuneiation und other terms and conditions of service 
applicable to employees of insurers whose controlled business 
has been transferred to and vested in the Corporation. 
I he fixation of basic pay has been done in accordance with 
ciause 6 of the said Standardisation Order and the said 
cider has the force of law and therefore it is nor open to 
this Tribunal to adjudicate upon such terms and conditions 
if service. 

24. The Corpoialion have further contended lhat it is not 
correci to say that it extended the benefit of graduation 
increments to transferred employees. The L, I. C. has, by 
administrative instructions, decided to grant increments sub- 
ject to certain conditions and the cases of the I arty work- 
men have also been decided in terms of those administrative 
instructions. According to the Corporation, the allegation 
that it failed to give weightage to the employees who rendered 
war service between 3-9-1959 to 31-3-1946 is not tenable In 
law, as the L, I. C is not bound by any order, clarification, 
instructions issued by the Mysore Government on or after 
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1-9- 1956. The Corporation has asserted that the Supreme 
Court has held that the service with the insurer can only 
refer to the service in the insurance business of the pievious 
insurer and none else. 

25. Thus, the main contention of the Corporation is that 
every whole-time employee of an insurer whose controlled 
business hag been transferred to and vested ip the Corpo- 
ration and was employed by the insurer wholly or mainly 
in connection with his controlled business was transferred as 
an employee of the Corpoiaion in terms of Section 11(1) 
of the L.l.C. Act with the same tenure, terms and conditions 
of service. Section 1 1 (2) of the L 1 C. Act authorised the 
Central Government to alter the remuneration and other 
terms and conditions of seivice of such employees notwith- 
standing sub-section (1) and anything contained in the In- 
dustrial Disputes Act, 1947 for the purpose of securing 
uniformity or in ihe interest of the Corporation and its policy- 
holders. The Cential Government in exercise of its powers 
conferred under sub-section 2 of Section 11 issued an order 
dated 1-6-1957 popularly known as and referred to as the 
Standardisation Older for the purpose of securing unifor- 
mity in 'he scale of remuneration and other terms and 
conditions of service applicable to employees of insurers 
whoso controlled business has been transferred to and 
vested in the Corporation. The basic pay of all the work- 
men in this reference has been fixed strictly in accordance with 
in clause 6 of the standardisation order which leads as 
follows : — 

‘ 6. Basic Pay — 

The basic pay of an employee who is filed in the new 
scales shall be fixed at any one of the following stages which 
may be the most favourable to the employee : 

(a) the stage in the new scale equal to or next above 

the amount arrived at by adding to the basic pay 
as on the 31st August, 1956, Reduced wherever 
necessary in accordance with paragraph 5(iii)(b) 
above) a sum of Us. 10/- in the case of all employees 
in Class 111 and a sum of Ks 5/- for employees in 
Class V; 

(b) 'he stage in the new scale arrived at by adding to the 
minimum of the scale one increment in the scale 
for every two completed years of sendee with the 
insmer in the same or higher category; 

(e) in the case of giadua'es fitted in the Assistant's (i.c. 
category 4 to 9 under Class III in the Annexuie) 
giadc, at Rs. 85/-”. 

26. The (_orr oration having contended as above that the 
basic pay of all the I Parly workmen has been fixed under 
clause 6 of Ihe S'undardisalion Order have stated as 
follows i — z 

(a) Eswnra Rao Maney joined the M.G.I.D. on 23-1 1-1948. 
On 1-9-1956 he had completed service of 7 years 
9 months and 8 days with the surer and on 3 1-8-1976 his 
basic pay w, s Rs. 61,75 and therefore it was fixed at Rs. 90/-. 

(b) The Corporation have denies that the workmen are 
entitled to increment on account of past service despite 
bicaks as contended in para 9(b) of the Claim Statement. 
Any service in any other department other than the 
M. G, I. D. deos not count as seivice with ihe insurer. So, 
increment also were fixed taking into account the services 
of the employees with the previous insurer, in the insurance 
business. 

(i) Kondappa joined M.G.I.D. on 10-2 1955, hi s baric pay 
was Rs. 47/- as on 31-8-56. As he had not completed 2 years 
service as on 31-8-56, the question of giving increment for 
service with the insurer did not arise and his basic pay was 
fixed at Rs. 75 f- from 1-9-1956. 

(ii) B. Vusudeva Rao joined M.G.I.D, on 22-6-1955. He 
was a graduate drawing a basic pay of Rs. 45/-; his basic 
nay was fixed at Rs. 85/ with effect from 1-9-1956 under 
clause 6(b) ol' the s'andardisation 'order, as he was a 
graduate. 

(iii) V. N. Shivashankar joined M.G.I.D, on 12-1-1953, 
his basic pay was Rs 51/- as on 31-8-56 and so it was fixed 
at Rs. SO/- with effect from 1-9-1956 under clause 6tb) of 
the standardisation order. 


(iv) Absual Razak joined M.G.I.D. on 28-5-1953; his 
Kmc pay wag Rs. 51/- as on 31-8-1956 and it was fixed at 
Rs. 80/- from 1-9-1956 under clause 6(b) of the standar- 
disation older. 

(v) N. R. Krishna joined M.G.I.D, on 2-9-19 55; his basic 
pay was Rs. 40/- as on 31-8-1956 and under clause 6(b) of 
the s nndnrdisation order it was fixed at Rs. 75/- with 
effect from 1-91-1956. 

(vi) G. Krishnaraj Urs joined the Mfi.I.D. On 16-10-1950; 
his basic salary was Rs. 55/- as on 31-8-56. His basic pay 
has been fixed at Rs. 85/- from 1-9-1956 under clause 6(b) 
of the standardisation oider. 

(\ii) M. A. V, Sharma joined M.G.I.D, on 23-4-1953; 
his basic pay was Rs. 51/- as on 31-8-1956. His basic pay 
was fixed at Rs. 80/- with effect from 1-9-1956 under clause 
6(b) of the standardisation order. 

(vih) S. V. S. Sharma joined the M.G.I.D, on 23-5-1953; 
his basic pay was Rs. 51/- as on 31-8-1956. His basic pay 
has been fixed at Rs. 80/- with effect from 1-9-56 under 
clause 6(b) of the standardisation order. 

(i\) Khader Moyiyuddin joined Ihe M.G.I.D. on 7-4-1955 
and his basic pay was Rs. 45/- as on 31-8-1956. His basic 
pay has been fixed at Rs. 75/- with effect from 1-9-56 
under clause 6(b) of the standardisation order, 

00 II. Gangarama Rao had joined the M.G.I.D. on 
25-4-1953; his basic pay was Rs. 51/- as on 31-8-1956 and 
the same has been fixed under clause 6(b) of the standardis- 
ation order at Ks. 80/-. 

27. The Corporation have contended as above that the 
fixation of pay of all the workmen has been done strictly 
m accordance with the Standardisation lOrder and each 
one of them secured a substantial increase in remuneration 
as shown in the statement annexed. Further all the workmen 
have accepted the said fixation of pay by the Corporation 
in accordance with the standardisation order but for their 
acceptance they would not have been allowed to continue 
in tire employment of the Corporation in terms of Section 
11(2.) of the LIC Act. 

28. The Corpora, ion have denied the alleged protection 
sought by the workmen under Art. 263(d) of the Mysore 
Services Regulations as it stood as on 31-8-1956 and the 
aforesaid anjcle had no relevance. The Central Government, 
according to the Corporation had issued the standardisation 
order for the purpose of securing uniformity in the scale of 
remuneration and other terms and conditions of service 
applicable to employees of insurers. Once such an order 
is issued none of the service conditions of insurer or insurers 
survive. Thus once the standardisation order came into force 
the workmen cannot claim any protection under the terms 
and conditions of service of the insmer. They have also 
contended that if any workman had been allowed increment 
or higher fixation not in conformity with the rules laid 
down, in clause 6 of the Standardisation Order, the Corpora- 
tion is entitled to rectify the mistake and the workmen in 
this reference Bre precluded from basing the claims and 
mistakes that have been occurred and further the employees 
as many as 247 insurers were transferred to the Corporation 
on 1-9-1956 and few mistakes might have been arisen while 
fixing the remuneration under clause 6 of the Standardisation 
Order and that itself cannot be a basis for the claim in this 
reference. It is also contended that the categorisation and 
fixation of basic pay of the employees of the insurers trans- 
ferred to the Corporation was completed as early as in 1960, 
merely because individual or group of employees have been 
representing to the Corporation their grievances, there cannot 
be any valid dispute. 


29. The further contention of the Corporation that the 
claim for welghtage increment for war service is misconceived 
and untenable. As regards S. N. Swamy Rao, it js snid that 
he had joined M.G.I.D, on 16-12-1946 and ihereforc he 
could not have worked in the Army upto 27-12-1946. So, 
his date of joining M.G.I.D. on 16-12-46 has been lakcn 
into consideration and under clause 6(b) his basic pay was 
fixed at Rs, 96/- from 1-9-1956 whereas it was only Rs. 71,50 
as on 31-8-1956. Moses Rathnam joined M, G. I. D. 
on 17-7-1950 and his basic pay was Rs. 75/- as on 31-8-1956 
and under clause 6(b) he was given a basic pay of Rs. 90/- 
from 1-9-1956. His seivice in the Aimy not being a service 
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with the insuicr was not taken into consideration, M. R. Krishna 
Murthy who had joined M.O.LD. on 3-12-1946 was drawinu 
a basic pay of Rs. 71. JO on 31-8-1956 and under clause 6tbl 
it was fixed at Rs. 96/-, on 1-9-1956, and his alleged Army 
service was not taken into consideration as the same ^ was 
not a service with the insurer. Similarly, D, S. Kempe 
Gowda had joined M.G.I.D. on 27-4-1955, his basic pay 
was Rs. 53/- as on 31-8-1976 and under clause 61b) he was 
given basic pay of Rs. 75/- from 1-9-1956. His service in 
the Indian Aimy was not taken into account, as the same 
being not a service with the insurer. 

30. Thus, the Corporation have vehemently contended that 
the basic pay ol the employees ol' the insurer transferred 
to the Corporation, the basic pay of six workmen who 
claimed graduation increments have all been fixod strictly 
in accordance with the Standardisation Order. The Corpora- 
tion have denied the alleged discrimination regarding fixation 
of basic pay of employees at higher level and some at lower 
level. 

31. Regauliitg the granting of graduation inciements, it 
is contended that the said benefit was admissible only to 
those employees categorised as Assistants on 1-9-1956 under 
certain conditions prescribed under the instructions. 

’2. Jr. addition to filing Counter Statements, the Corpora- 
tion has also filed Rejoinder stating that the method by 
fixation of pay and grant of increments ate governed by 
the Life Insurance Corporation (Alteration of Remuneration 
and other Terms and Conditions of service of Employees) 
Order, 1957 popularly known us the Standardisation Older 
and the (Stall) Regulations 1960 and therefore no employee 
can claim increments in violation of the Standardisation 
Order which have the force of law, The Corporation have 
also contended that even if there were lo be any deficiency 
in the said Standardisation Order, it is not open to this 
Iribunal to alter the said Standardisation Orde; and grant 
jurisdiction to grant any relief not provided in the stan- 
any relief to the workmen. The Tribunal cannot have 
jurisdiction to grant any relief not provided in the stan- 
dardisation Order. 

33. The Corporation have denied that tho conditions of 
service of workmen have been and are subject-matter of 
the set lement between the trade union and the Management 
and have asserted that the service conditions of the employees 
ate governed only by the Staff Regulations of I960 which have 
the force of law. Having contended ns above, the Corpora- 
tion have challenged the jurisdiction of this Tribunal to 
adjudicate upon the claims of the workmen in this dispute and 
have accordingly prayed for dismissal of the Reference. 

34. Fiora the pleadings in addition to the points of 
dispute covered by the Order of Reference, the following 
addl'ionnl issues have been framed : — 

1. Whether the Honourable Iribunal has no jurisdiction 

to adjudicate the Refcreuce for the several reasons 
mentioned by the II Party. 

2. Whether the workmen aie estopped from raising 

the present dispute in view of the provisions of 
Section 11(2) of the L.I.C. Act 1956. 

3. Whether the Reference suffers ftom laches. 

4. Whether the pica of discrimination urged by I Party 

is tenable. 

5. Whether the Reference is invalid in view of the sub- 

sisting settlement under Section 18 of the Industrial 
Dispu'es Act, 1947 ? 

35. On behalf of the 1 Party, 10 witnesses WW-1 to 
WW-10 were examined and the II Paitv have examined only 
one witness Mff-1. 

36. On behalf of the I Party as many 55 documents 
W-l to W-55 have been marked as exhibits and op behalf 
of (he IT Party 8 documents M-J to M-8 have been marked 
as exhibits. 

37. WW-I to WW-10 have ..II sworn to their respective 
claims made in the Claim Statement. 

38 The evidence of MW- 1 S M. Dhakaias, the Ad.mn'v 
trahve Officer. ETC. Central Office, Bombay, is to the 
effect tha’ vvnightnge increments to the employees who were 
transfei red from the M.G.T.D. Department to L.T.C. were 
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given whei ever bcivice was continuous. Under tho Standardi- 
sation Older continuous service meant service m the lnsu- 
) ante Department ol me Mysore Government. He has stated 
that however by bona fide mistake the other service also the 
L. 1. C. had taken all the M.G.I.D. employees Into considera- 
tion and mat mistake was realised as a result of Supreme 
Court’s decision in K. R. Krishnamur hy’s case. He has also 
staled cases of condonation of services effected by E.l.C. 
were also mistaken, and mistake was diseovcied. the L.I.C. 
to avoid the genuine hardship to the said employees because 
the benefit was involved. 

39. He has asserted in his evidence in view of the Supieme 
Court’s judgement m K. R. Knshnamurthy’s case the L.I.C. 
has not recognised continuous service in departments othor 
than M. U. J,, D. There were only about 7 or 8 cases wheie 
break of service was condoned. That error relating to the 
condition of bieak in service was detected in about 1967. 

1 hereafter on ge ling clarification from the Mysore Govern- 
ment, the L. 1. c. decided to condone the break in service for 
the limited purpose of leave and pension in accordance with 
the rules of M. G. I. D- as on 31-8-1956. According to him, 
while collecting data of all those employees it was found 
that in 7 or 8 chscs the break was condoned not only for 
the purpose of leave- and pension but also for the purpose of 
weightage. That mistake could not be rectified because) the 
union opposed the same. However, in one case, viz, M.A.V. 
Sharma (WW-6) that mistake had been dciected in 1961 
itself and it had been rectified. Still the excess wage was vui- 
ved Instead of recovering the same. lie has also stated that 
in the cas<*s of Jayaruo and Krishnamurty and V.T. l'him- 
miah, their old service in Mysore Government was continu- 
ous and therefore there was no question of condonation of 
break in thcii service. But further on account of bonafido 
mistake, their continuous service prior to 1962 was taken 
into consideration. 

40. MW-1 has also sworn that no weightage had been 
given for the sendee in the Indian Army. Jn case of Susaina- 
than, originally he belonged to Mysore Government and 
joined the Indian Army retaining his lien in the State Govern- 
ment service and then, he joined the Government service in 
M. G. I. D. and thus his service in the M. G. I. D was 
continuous without break. Similarfly, there was no break in 
the services of Narayannswamy and Chandrasekhariah as they 
had joined the M G. I. D. from the Mysore State Army. 
According to him, employees recruited in the cadre of As- 
sistants. two increments were given in the L.I.C, on their gra- 
duation. Graduation inciements were given to those who 
were absorbed by L. J. C. and who had graduated prior to 
31-8-1956 and incrcmenls weie given subject lo certain con- 
ditions found in Ext. M-2. The same rules were made 
applicable lo the (ransfered employees who had passed gra- 
duation prior to 19-1-1956. So, according to those rules h 11 
employees of the old insurers including the employees of 
the M.G.I.D. who had been absoibcd by the I,. I. C. were 
entitled to graduation increments. 

41. No weightage on account of graduation has been given 
lo Shiuishanker because he was not entitled to it though he 
was a gradua c. Because his salary had nlready been fixed 
at Rs. 60/- on account of graduation by M.G.I.D. itself and 
therefore he could not be given one more benefit under 
L. I. C rules and his pay was fixed at Rs 85/- as on 1-9-1956 
under clause 6(c) of the Standardisation Order. 

42. P. Raghunatbii Rao given half an inciement on account 
of graduation by tho Hindustan Insurance Company, there- 
force, the L. 1. C. granted him the remaining 1-1/2 increment 
benefit as per Ext, M-2. Mayachari became a graduate in 
1067 in the L.T.C. so he was granted the benefit with effect 
from 1-4-1971, He has produced Hxt, M-4 containing 'he 
principles under which weightage increments were granted, 

43 in this Reference, the points of dispute have been 
taken as issues arising out of the reference. Besides them, 
the 5 additional issues also have been framed ns arising from 
the pleadings of the parties. 

44. Before dealing wl h the issue and the points of dis- 
pute it is necessary to make a mention of some of the basic 
features of the reference pertaining to the formation of the 
Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956 (Act 31 of 195d), its 
objects as also the frame work. The Life Insurance Corpo- 
ra' ion Act, 1956 hereinafter called ns the Act, is enae'ed to 
provide for the nationalisation of the life insurance business 
m India by transferring all such business to the Corporation 
established for the purpose and to provide for the regulation 
and control of the business of the Corporation and for miter* 
connected therewith or Incidental thereto. The L.I.C. is thus 
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a statutory body created under the L.I.C. Act. The Act h.u 
come into effect on the appointed day i.e. 1st September, 
1956. 

45. Issues Nos. 1 and 2 : — The II Party — Corporation 
have raised certain basic and fundamental issues pertaining 
to the maintainability ol this refcience as also the jurisdic- 
tion of this Tribunal to adjudicu.e the points of dispute in 
the reference. As issues 1 and 2 are identical and taken to 
each other, they are taken together for consideration. 

The main contention of the Lile Insuiance Corporation 
is that it is a statutory body established under the L1C Act, 
1956 and it has lo function within the frame-work of the 
Act, The said Act L a self-con ained code and it provides 
vurious matters relating tu not only the organisational 
structure and functions of the Corporation, but it also con- 
tains provisions for lcgulaling ihc terms and conditions ot 
service as well as the machinery to resolve the diltcrence/ 
dispute between the Corporation and its employees. 

46. Section 6 of the Act lays down the functions of the 
Corporation. Section 7 and 8 deal with the transfer of assets 
ana liabilities of ihe various insurers whose controlled busi- 
ness stood transferred to and vested in the Corporation. 
Section 11(1) provides lor transfer of service of the 
employees of the erstwhile insurers to the Corpoiniion and 
protection of their terms and conditions of service Lill they 
are duly altered by the Corporation. Section 11(2) vested 
power in the Cential Government to issue orders piesenbing 
terms anil conditions of service nolwi.hstanding anything 
contained in sub-section (1) oi in the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 or in any other law. Section 17 of the Act deal 1 
with the constitution of the Insurance Tribunals to try and 
dispose of all issues lela ing to transfer of assets and liabilities 
of the insurers. Section 48 vested power in the Central Govern- 
ment to frame rules tor ihe purpose prescribed thereunder. 
Section 49 empowered the Corporation to frame regulations 
to provide for matters enumerated thereunder, in particular, 
the terms and conditions of service of its employees, both 
■‘transferred” as well as new employees recruited on or 
after 1-9-1956. It is vehemently contended by the TT Party- 
Corporation that all ordeis, rules, regulations framed by (he 
Central Government under die 1..I.C. Act partake the nature 
of subordinate legislation are binding not only on the Cotpo- 
ration and its employees but also on all o hers, including the 
Industrial Tribunals as if they weie enacted by the Parliamcn.t 
The above contentions are based by the Corporations placing 
reliance on the decisions in A.l.R. 1975 (SC) 1331— Sukhdev 
Sinjjh vs. Bhagatrani and A.l.R. 1964 (SC) 847— LIC vs. 
Sunil K. Mukherjcc. 

47. Accordingly the Corporation has contended that its 
employees enjoy a statutory status and their teims and con- 
ditions of service can be prescribed and altered unilaterally 
under Section 49 of the Act. So. those terms and conditions 
cannot be varied, modified or alteicd or otherwise changed 
by the Industrial Tribunal. 

48. Under Section 11(2) of the Act, an order has been 
issued by the Central Government on 1st June, 1957 foi 
the puiposc of securing unifoimily in the scales of remune- 
ration and the other terms and conditions of service applicable 
to employees of insurers whose controlled business has been 
transf cried to, and vested in, the Corporation and this oider 
which is called as the Life Insurance Corporation (Altera- 
tion of Remuneration and other Terms and Conditions of 
service of Employees) Order, 1957 populaily known us the 
Standardisation order and it is deemed to have come into 
force on 1st Septembci, 1956. The provisions of this order 
are made applicable to all petsons who have become employees 
of Life Insurance Corporation of India under Scctjon 1 1 of 
the Act and who were in supcrvisoiy clerical and subordinate 
stuff grades of the Insuiers on the 31st August. 1956, 

49. It is common ground that the above Standardisation 
Order issued under Section 11(21 of the Act is applicable to 
till workmen of (he 1. 1.C. The T1 Pmty-Corporation has 
dealt with all Ihe cases of workmen strictly in accordance 
with the piovisions of the said order. )t is also con 1 ended by 
the Corporation that Section 11(2) of the Act has con- 
ferred overriding power on the Central Government lo i c sue 
older if it is nccessaiv to do so for the purpose of securing 
uniformity in the scale of remuneration and other terms and 
conditions of service applicable to the employees of the 
insurer* or if it is necessary to do so in the interest of the 
Corporation and its policy holders. Thus it is contended 


by the Corporation that the aforesaid extraordinary 
power conferred on the Central Government can be 
exercised notwithstanding anything contained under Sec- 
tion 11(1) or in the Industrial Disputes Act or udy 
otner law for the time bemg in force. Accordingly 
when once the Standardisation Order is issued it becomes 
binding not only on the Corporation but also on all those 
who may be covered by the said order. The Corporation 
l.vtve further contended that the 1 Party workmen nave al- 
ready exercised their options as required under the Standar- 
disation Order, by accepting the altered terms and conditions 
of service laid down thereunder. Therefore it is contended 
that the workmen in these circumstances are not entitled to 
ranc any dispute in regard to their terms and conditions of 
service as laid down in the Standardisation Order. It is 
further contended that in view of the Standardisation Order 
the Tribunal also cannot entertain any dispute for adjudica- 
tion and accordingly its jurisdiction is barred ab initio. 

50. The further contention of the Coiporation is that 
when orders and rules and regulations etc, which have the 
statutory force are issued under the Standardisation Order 
the Tribunal cannot adjudicate upon the varied or 
modified or otherwise seized with those matters. Nor can 
a custom or practice being in vogue for altering or modi- 
fying or varying the statutory order. 

Another important plea advanced on behalf of the Cor- 
poration is that the I Party workmen in this reference havo 
not claimed any relief on the ground that the Standardisation 
Older has not beea properly interpreted and applied. The 
Tribunal also cannot interpret the terms of the Standardisa- 
tion Order and give a finding regarding their legality or 
otherwise. When once the workmen have accepted the terms 
and conditions under the Standardisation Order and when 
once their remuneration have been fixed thereunder, they 
cannot claim any relief on grounds of custom, past practice 
equity and so on. The workmen, for the same reason, can- 
not invoke any relief as made in this reference. It is con- 
tended by the Corporation that the issue before this Tribunal 
is a? to whether the denial of reliefs under four different 
items referted to is justified. So justification or otherwise of 
the denial of the relief can only be considered on the basis 
of the existing terms and conditions of service and therefore 
the jurisdiction of the Tribunal in terms of the reference is 
very limited and the Tribunal is required to answer the issue 
only with reference to the existing terms and conditions of 
service. 

51. The Corpoiation have also stated that the workmen 

have claimed benefit of past service with the erstwhile in- 
surer viz,, M.G.I.D. prior to 1-9-1956, the question there- 
fore is whether the insurer is liable to grant the benefit of 
past service. Another important question advanced by the 
Coiporation is that the question as to whether the insurer 
was liable or not can be tried only by the Insurance Tribunal 
constituted under Section 17 of the L.I.C. Act read with 
Section 41. They have pleaded that the Act has conferred 
its exclusive jurisdiction on the Insurance Tribunal alone 
in matters covered under the L.I.C. Act and also 

Rules and that In-,uiance Tribunal alone has ex- 

clusive jurisdiction to decide or determine, inter-alia 
“Rny question whether of title or of liability or of any nature 
whatsoever in relation to the assets and liabilities pertaining 
to the controlled business of an insurer transferred to and 
vested in the Corporation”. Furthermore, under Section 7(2) 
of the Act all assets and liabilities of the erstwhile in- 
surer pertaining lo the controlled business stood transferred 
to and vested in the Corporation with effect from the ap- 
pointed day, viz,, 1-9-1956. So, the origin of the rights in 
dispute in tins reference with regard to past sendee and the 
benefits claimed on that footing is traceable to a period with 
effect from 1-9-1956, The question, therefore is as to whe- 
ther any obligation was cast on the insurer to so treat the 
service. This question, according to the II Party— Corpora- 
tion can therefore be tried only bv the Insurance Tribunal. 
Tn support of this contention the Corporation have relied on 
the decisions reported in AIR 1973 (SC) 250-A. K, Chose 
vs. LIC, AIR 1979 (SC) 1981 — State of Punjab vs. labour 
Court and the Order of the Central Government Labour 
Court, Bombay, in the matter of W P. Deo. 

52. \i abate, the important contention raised on behalf 
ot the Corporation, on behalf of the I Party workmen it is 
contended that the Corporation cannot attack the validity 
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of the Order of reference made by the Central Government 
without impleading the Central Government as a party. 
Having not done so, the validity of the Reference made by 
the Central Government cannot challenge as laid down by 
the Supreme Court in Binny lid., vs. Workmen 1972 Lab. 
I.C. 1141 and 1979 Lab. I.C. 45, According to the I Paity, 
the Standardisation Order cannot be an obstacle foT adjudi- 
cation of tbo points of dispute when the object of the LfC 
Act is to bring about absolute uniformity i n the matter of 
conditions of service of employees including those transfer- 
red to the Life Insurance Corporation as considered in the 
Alembic Chemicals’ case by the Supreme Court reported in 
1961 1 LL.i. 328. The third argument advanced on behalf 
of the 1 Party is that the Industrial Tribunal has the power 
to entertain the dispute regarding certified standing orders 
and to vary them, if need be, although those standing orders 
themselves might have been certified by the Certifying Officer 
under the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act as 
decided in 1968 I L.L.I. 555. 


53. The fourth and the most important contention ad- 
vanced on behalf of the I Party is that the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act is a special legislation and the power to lay down 
conditions of service by a statutory authority could only be 
in the nature of General power of an employer and the spe- 
cial law would always override a general law. Reliance has 
been placed on 1978 Lab. I.C. 1657 Equivalent 1979 AIR 
(SC) 65 (UP Stale Electricity Board Employees case). On 
its basis it is contended that Industrial Disputes Act being 
a special legislation, the jurisdiction of the Tribunal to 
adjudicate the Ondustrial dispute referred to it or is not at 
all taken away by the provisions of the L1C Act and further 
the LIC Act was not intended to obliterate the provisions 
contained in the Industrial Disputes Act. The I Party have 
also placed reliance on the decisions in 1979 Lub. I.C. 592 
where it is held that Industrial Dispute* Act is n special 
legislation and therefore the Co-operatlvo Societies Act can- 
not take away the jurisdiction of the Industrial Tribunals. 


54. The next important contention put forward by the I 
Party is that the objection of the II Party-Corporation that 
there could be an industrial dispute in respect of a matter 
not covered by the Standardisation Order is without basis, 
as it amounted to an admission that Industrial Disputes Act 
applied to the employees of the Life Insurance Corporation 
also. The other important contention raised by the I Party 
is that the Standardisation Order claimed to be statutory in 
character has been treated as no more than a contract by 
the II Party itself. 


55. The I Party have stated that the non-obstante clause 
portion of Section 11(a) of the LIC Act at Section 11(2), 
namely, “notwithstanding anything contained in sub-section 
(1) or in the I.D. Act, 1947 or in any other law for the 
time being in force or in any award, settlement or agreement 
for the tune being in force altered "whether by way of re- 
duction or otherwise" in the remuneration or other teims and 
conditions of service to such extent and in such manner as 
it thinks fit and so on do not mean or those words cannot 
be equated to “nothing contained in LD. Act shall apply 
to the transferred empleyces". The non-obstante clause can 
only means that the Central Govemient can alter the con- 
ditions of service (contractual) though, notwithstanding what 
is containing in the Industrial Disputes Act in this behalf. 
In other words, if there is any obstacle in the Industrial 
Disputes Act preventing alteration in the conditions of 
service, then such a provision in the Industrial Disputes Act 
will not be an obstacle for the exercise of the power by the 
Central Government to alter the said conditions of service. 
Two provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, namely. Sec- 
tions 9(a) and 25FF of the I.D, Act have also been quoted 
by the I Party in this connection. So, according to the I 
Party, all that can be said of Section 11(1) of the L.I.C. 
Act is that the Centi a I Government can effect a change with- 
out reference to .Section 9-A or Section 25FF of the Indu- 
strial Disputes Act. It is stated that when it was the inten- 
tion and nllrposc of empowering the Central Government 
under Section 11(1) of the TJC Act to enable it to pass 
an order to secure uniformity, if the Standardisation Order 
is deemed as an obstacle to deal with tbs points of dispute 
under the Industrial Disputes Act, the very purpose and 
object of the LIC Act will be taken away and this version 
of the Corporation is misconceived and so on. 


56. It is urged by the I Party that the contention of the 
II Party that the LIC Act is a self contained Code and 
l here tore Ihere cannot be any outside interference as theie 
are Insurance Tribunals constituted under Section 70 which 
had exclusive power to deal with the disputes. But accord- 
ing to the I Party the LIC Act was not intended to deal 
with the industrial dispute and the jurisdiction on the Indu- 
strial Tribunal is conferred under the provisions of the In- 
dustrial Disputes Act which is a special law and this special 
jurisdiction o£ the Industrial Tribunal is upheld by the 
Supreme Court in Gujarat State Co-operative Land Deve- 
lopment Bank’s case 1979 Lab. I.C. 592 whereas the juris- 
diction of the Insurance Tribunal is confied to what is 
contained in 15, 16 and 17 of the LIC Act. It is also 
urged by the I Party that what was sought to be excluded 
under the LIC Act is the jurisdiction of the Civil Court 
as mentioned in Section 41 of the LIC Act and significan- 
tly there is no mention of the Industrial Disputes Act in 
Section 41 of ihc LIC Act. 

57. As regards the alleged status of the employees of 
the Life Insurance Corporation as claimed by the Corpo- 
ration that thev have statutory status and the regulations 
under the LIC Act have the force of law is incon- 
sistent with the stand taken by the II Party-Corporation 
that the terms contained in the Standardisation Order are 
absolutely imperative and unchallengeable as laid down by 
the Supreme Court in 1 979 Lab. T.C. 709 where the Supre- 
me Court had occasion to consider the scope of the powers 
of the Tribunal under the Conking Coal Act similar to the 
Industrial Tribunal. The I Party have also challenged the 
claim of the Corporation that its employees have statutory 
status and the regulations made by the L.I.C. have the 
force of law sayinR that the workmen under the I.D, Act 
have a special statutory right to seek remedies given to 
them under a special legislation viz., the Industrial Dispu- 
te, Act. 

58. I inis born the aboe rival contentions, it is a matter 
pa, amount importance to consider me base contention 
taiscd on benait ot the II Party-Corporation as to whether 
this Tribunal has no jurisdiction lo adjudicate the points of 
dispute reteired to this 'tribunal and also to consider tho I 
Party workmen are stopped from raising the present dispute 
in view ol the pi o vinous ot Section li(2) ot the LIC of 
195b. Ihc udovc nvui contentions have given use lo tunda- 
incntal and basic citflcrences between the parties regarding 
the cluims made in this reference. As already stated, the 
it Party-Corporation has put tot ward a very tall and strong 
claim contending that the Life Insurance Corporation is a 
statutory body established under the Act and by virtue of 
the powers conferred on the Central Government under the 
Act, the Central Government has passed the Standaidisation 
Order acting under Section 6 of the said order and the ser- 
vice conditions ami ail othei matters including tho disputes 
between the L.I.C. and its workmen are all governed only 
tinder the Standardisation Order and therefore no other au- 
thority a statutory body or Jndustnal Tribunals or Labour 
Courts established under the Industrial Disputes Act have no 
power whatsoever to entertain any claim or dispute from the 
workmen and adjudicate them. Secondly, the Corporation 
has claimed that all the orders and regulations passed under 
the LIC Act have statutory fotco and the workmen have a 
statutory status and any dispute between the employer and 
the workmen are to be considered and decided only by the 
Insurance Tribunals created under the Act those matters that 
1 all within the fiame-work of the Standardisation Order. 
Thltdly, tho Corporation has claimed that no any other dis- 

utes other than those falling within the frame-work of the 

landardisation Order alone can be enternined and adjudica- 
ted upon only by the Insurance Tribunals and not by any 
other authorities or bodies including Industrial Tribunals. So, 
it Is to be examined how far these contenlions raised by the 
Coiporatlon can be considered ns valid. 

59. It is true that the LIC is a statutoiy body established 
under the Act of 1956, Jt is also true that the Central 
Government is empowered to frame rules, orders and regula- 
tions by virtue of the provisions of the Act itself, acting 
under clause 6 of the Act itself the Central Government 
has passed the Standardisation Order in 1957 Ext. M-5. It 
is also true that service conditions of the mployees who were 
transferred to the L.I.C. from the various LIC companies 
are considered under Ext. M-5 and their pay and other posi- 
tions in the L.I.C. have been fixed thereunder, It is also 
admitted that Mvsore Government Insurance Department 
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was alio dealing in life insurance, although It was one of 
the several Government departments. It Is also further ad- 
mitted that all the i Forty workmen who were working tn 
the MtGT.D. huve stood transferred to the L.I.C. on the ap- 
pointed day and admittedly all of them have exercised their 
option under the Act to continue as employees of the L.I.C. 
and also for fixing their salaries and other matters relating 
to their service conditions. 


60. Still in view of the abuse facts ate the I l’atty work- 
men precluded or hatred from raising the present dispute 
being the workmen of the L.l.C., which is admittedly an 
industry under the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act 
us has been done in this reference is the important point lor 
giving a finding on issues 1 and 2. Even granting that the 
Act is taken as a self contained Act, it Is very difficult to 
agree with the learned counsel Sri Dharwadker for the H 
Party-Corporation that the functions of the L.l.C. are to be 
worked only under the framo of the Act and not in other 
rules or Acts. At this juncture, it is necessary to point out 
the purpose and the object under which Ext. M-5 the Stan- 
dardisation Order dated 1-6-1937 was passed. As found 
from the preamble of the order it was for the purpose ot 
securing uniformity in the scale of remuneration and other 
terms and conditions of service applicable to employees ot 
insurers whose controlled business has been transferred to 
and vested in the Corporation, the order was made for al- 
tering the remuneration and other terms and conditions of 
service applicable to the said employees. A plain reading 
of the above makes it amply clear that Ext. M-5 was passed 
only with the ulterior purpose of securing uniformity in the 
scales and other terms and conditions or service of the em- 
ployees. There Is also no merit in the contention put for- 
ward by the Corporation that the reference made by the 
Central Government is invalid under Section 10 of the In- 
dustrial Disputes Act when there was a provision made 
under the Act for the establishment of the Insurance Tribu- 
nal. The reason is first of all such a contention cannot at 
all be raised by the I.J.C. without Impleading the Central 
Government as a party as laid down by the Supreme Court 
m Binny Ltd., vs. its workmen — 1972 Lab. I.C. 1141. Thus 
it is to be pointed out that the Standardisation Order Itself 
cannot be a obstacle to adjudicate the dispute by this Tribu- 
nal as ruled in Alembic Chemicals' case. It is also im- 
portant and relevant to note that Industrial Disputes Act Is a 
special legislation and the power to lay down the terms and 
conditions of service by a statutory authority could only be 
in the nature of general power of an employer and the spe- 
cial law would always prevail against the general law as 
righitly submitted by Sri M. C. Naraslmhan for the I Party 
and os held in U.P. State Electricity Board’s case — 1978 
Lab. I.C. 1657 and also 1979 Lab. I.C. 592 (Gujarat State 
land Development Co-operative Bank). That apart, it is 
also to be noted that there is no provision made in the 
Standardisation Order for this Tribunal for not considering 
demands made in this reference. In other words, there is 
no specific bar under the Standardisation Order Ext. M-5 
ousting the jurisdiction of the Industrial Tribunal and also 
considering several disputes by the workmen. It is not 
the case of the L.l.C. that the provisions of the Industrial 
Disputes Act do not applv to its employees at all. The 
only contention of the L.l.C. is that workmen can raise an 
industrial dispute only in reject of matter* not covered bv 
the Standardisation Order Ext. M-5 which on the face of 
it looks strange and surprising. It Is not possible to agree 
with the contention put forward by the Corporation that the 
so-called Standardisation Order takes away the power of the 
Tribunal in adjudicating the disputes emerging from a con- 
tract or otherwise. It Is to be emphasized at this point that 
the Standardisation Order has come into existence onlv for 
bringing out uniformity in the service conditions and fixing 
the remuneration of the employees who stood transferred to 
the L.l.C. ami who are in the services of several insurers. 
Therefore the Corporation cannot at all claim that the 
Standardisation Order Is a statutory one and ^ 

hors all other laws for the time being m foice Hence 
the contention that the Standardisation Order as such is a 
statutory force as to prevent the Central Government from 
making a reference to this Tribunal Is untenable. 


anything contained in sub-section (1) or in the I.D. Act 
1947 or in any other law for the time being inforce or in 
any award, settlement or agreement for the time being in 
force alter the remuneration and other terms and conditions 
ot service to such extent and in such manner as it thinks 
r ’l ’ n pharwadknr for II Party argued that the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act have been excluded and provi- 
sions of Section 11(2) of the L1C Act prevail over the I.D. 
Act, As rightly contended by Sri M. C. Naraslmhan tor 
the I Party the above words are to be carefully analysed 
and it is right as contended by him that those words do not 
mean or words cannot bo equated to “nothing contained in 
the I.D. Act shall apply to the transferred employees". 

It is so-called non-obstante only meant that the Central 
Government can alter the- conditions of service notwith- 
standing what is contained in the Industrial Disputes Act. 
There is considerable force in the contention raised by Sri 
M. C. Naraslmhan that Section 11(2) of the Act only en- 
ables the Cential Government to pass an order to secure 
uniformity or to t educe the emoluments of the employees 
in the Interest of the policyholders and such power is in no 
way different from similar to the power given to a Certify- 
ing Officer under the Industrial Employment (Standing Or- 
ders) Act to vary the conditions of the employment. The 
argument that the orders, rules and regulation* made under 
Section 11(2) of the Act have a statutory force and the 
employees of the Corporation have a statutory status does 
not stand to merit. It is also urged on behalf of the Cor- 
poration that the workmen cannot claim any reliefs on the 
grounds of custom, past practice, equity and principle* of 
natural justice also does not 6tand to reason and such an 
argument sounds against the principles of natural justice 
which is the hack bone of social justice. 

62. Sri Dharwadkar for the II Party vehemently conten- 
ded that the present dispute cannot at all be adjudicated by 
the Industrial Tribunal as under Section 41 of the Act the 
exclusive jurisdiction to try such matters is only on Insurance 
Tribunals as it was only the Insurance Tribunal that was 
comnetent to try all matters relating to and arising out of 
the Standardisation Order. It is to be noted that under 
Rule 12-A of the Life Insurance Corporation Rules “any 
question whether of title or of liability or of any nature 
whatsoever In relation to the assets and liabilities pertaining 
to the controlled business of an Insurer transferred to and 
vested in the Corporation", He accordingly contended that 
when there is a provision made in the Act or under the 
Rules framed thereunder for deciding and determining the 
question relating to the assets and liability the present dis- 
putes must have been raised before the Insurance Tribunal 
and before this Tribunal, according to him the_ word ‘liabili- 
ties rtertahiing to the controlled business of an insurer* meant 
and included the demands made by the T Party workmen in 
this reference for weightage, graduation increment and so 
on. I am unahle to agree with the learned counsel Sri 
Dharwadkar In this regard and for extending the denotation 
of the word liabilities to such a wide extent. 


63. So, the contention of the IT Party that the Standardi- 
sation Order at Ext. M-5 completely and totally bars the 
Industrial Tribunal adjudicating the present dispute and the 
Standardisation Order as to prevail over the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act are not at all tenable. As rightly contended hv 
the T Party that power to make the regulations under Section 
49 of the Act could not he available for altering the condi- 
tions of service. Further the contention of the Corporation 
that the jurisdiction of the Industrial Tribunal had been ex- 
cluded under Section 49 of the Act Is also not tenable as 
Section 49 has onlv sought to exclude the lurisdictlon of the 
Civil Court and not the Industrial Tribunal constituted under 
the Industrial Disputes Act The decision relied upon bv 
the Corporation in A.T.R 1973 (SC) 250 Equivalent 1973 
Lab f.C, 211 is not at all helpful to the Corporation as the 
same does not lav down that the Industrial Tribunal has no 
fiirisd’ct'on The Supreme Court In 1978 Lab. I.C. 709 - 
Bharat Coking Coal Ltd., vs. Us workmen has ruled that the 
Tribunal has jurisdiction. 


61 The second Important contention raised on behalf of 
the Corporation Is that Section 11(2) of the LIC Act 
excluded the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act find 
former viz.. Section 11(2) of the Act has a non-obstante 
character cannot also be held as tenahle, I aving emphasize 
on the words appearing In Section 1H2) "notwithstanding 


64. In addition to above. It is also to be noted that the 
IT Partv themselves have produced Fxt. M-R Settlement 
dated 10-6-1970 which settlement had been entered before 
the National Industrial Tribunal hv the Life Insurance Cor- 
poration and the several unions of Its workers. This also 
goes to show that on an earlier occasion the I .I.C. had 
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submitted itself to the jurisdiction of the National Industrial 
Tribunal at New Delhi which was a creature of the Indu- 
strial Disputes Act. Having done so on previous occasion 
in the year 1970, the Corporation is estopped from taking 
such a plea questioning the jurisdiction of the Industrial Tri- 
bunal constituted under the Industrial Disputes Act, It is 
also to be noted that it was contended by the Corporation 
that an Industrial Tribunal can adjudicate only such of those 
disputes which did not fall under the purview and frame- 
work of the Standardisation Order, This contention itself 
makes it amply clear that disputes other than (hose falling 
under the purview of bxt. M-t do arise and such disputes 
are to be decided and dclri mined only by the Industiial Tii- 
bunal. 

65. For the above and other reasons, it is to be held that 
LIC Act is not intended to deal with industiial disputes. The 
industrial dispute and the jurisdiction conferred on the Tn- 
dusti 'til Tiibunal is a special law and the srecml jurisdiction 
ns laid down by the Supicme Court in Guiarat State Land 
Development Co-poerati- e B ink, 1979 Lab. LC. 592 Se- 
condly, the word “industrial dispute” has not at all occurred 
anywhere In the 1 TC Act. The jurisdiction of the Insurance 
Tribunal is confined to Sections 15, 16 and 17 of the LIC 
Act and these sections have nothing to do with the industrial 
disDutes as the" are pit disputes of a civil nature. Thiidlv, 
Section 49 of (he LIC Act excludes the juri -diction of only 
the Civil Court and not the Industrial Tribunals From the 
above, it is to be held that this Tribunal has luiisdiction to 
adjudicate the di -pates referred in this reference and the 
workmen also are entitled to rai'c the di'nutes of the nature 
before the Industrial Tribunal. 

66. The above controversy raised bv the parties tegarding 
the jurisdiction of this Tribunal has been set to rest in a 
recent decision of the Supreme Court reported in 1980 I ub. 
I.C. 1218 (The Life Insurance Corporation of India vs. 
D. I. Bahadur). Their Lordships hive ruled therein that 
the Industrial Disputes Act is a special legislation and the 
Life Insurance Corporation Act is a general legislation. It 
is also held that — 

"Whatever be the powers of 1 emulation of conditions of 
service, including payment of non-pa vment if bonus 
enjoyed by the employees of the Corporation under 
the life Insurance Coiporation Act, subject to the 
directives of the Central Government, they stem 
from a general Act and cannot supplant, subvelt 
or substitute the special legislation fi e. Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 in the instant case) which sped- 
ficaly deals with industrial disputes between work- 
men and their employers. 

In determining whether a statute is a special or n gene- 
ral one, the focus must be on the principal subiect 
matter plus the particular pcrspedivc. For certain 
purposes, an Act mav be general and for certain 
other purposes it may be special 


It is plain and beyond dispute that so far as nationalisa- 
tion of insurance business is concerned, the Life 
Insurance Act is a special legislation but it has 
nothing to do with the particular problem of dis- 
putes between cmnlover and employees and of in- 
vestigation and adjudication of such disputes. ft 
docs not deni with workmen disputes between work- 
men and employers or with industrial disputes. Life 
Insurance Corporation’s main business is not investi- 
gation and adjudication of labour disputes. 

On the other hand the Industrial Disputes Act is a special 
statute devoted wholly to investigation and settle- 
ment of industrial disputes Therefore, with refer- 
ence to indu, trial disnutes between employers and 
workmen the Industrial Disputes Act is a special 
statute and the Life Insurance Corporation Act does 
not speak at all with specific reference to workmen. 
Tts powers relate to the general asnects of nation- 
alisation incidentally involving transfer of existing 
employees of insurers. The workipen aua workmen 
and industrial disputes 'between workmen and the 
employer a ® such are bevond th" orbit of and have 
no specific or special place in the scheme of the 
Life Insurance Corporation Act 
76GI/8I— 4 


Thus vis-a-vis “industrial dispute" at the termination of 
the settlement as between the woikmen and the 
Corporation the Indusrial Disputes Act is a special 
legislation and the Life Insurance Corporation Act 
is a general legislation. I ikewisc, when compen- 
sation on nationalisation is the question, the Life 
Insurance Corporation Act is the special statute ” 

From the above latest decision of the Supreme Court 
wheicin the I ife Insurance Corporation itself Is a party and 
in view of the reasons mentioned above, T hold that this 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to adjudicate the points of dispute 
referred in the present Relerence and I al o further hold lhat 
the l Party woikmen arc not trtopped from raising the 
present disputes in view of the provisions of Section 11(2) 
of the Life Tnsuiancc Coiporation Act, 1956. 

67. Accordingly Issues Nos 1 and 2 aic held again-t the 
II Party — Life Insurance Corpniation of India. 

68. Issue No. 3 : 

The claim of the 1 Paity workmen has been challenged 
by the Corporation on the grounds that the same suffers 
from laches. In othei words the contention of the Corpo- 
ration is that the reference has been made by the Govern- 
ment of a matter which had been decided and rejected long 
back bv the Coiporation. The Coiroiation have stated that 
it is a stale claim contending that the demands of the work- 
men had already been i elected many times both directly as 
well as bv necessary implications, in view of various settle- 
ments reached between the Corporation and the hu'It'i. 
This contention of the Corpo'ation that the reference it- elf 
is bad in view of the above ground cannot sustain and that 
is not the correct position in law. Because the Government 
have the power under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act to make anv reference at nnv time and this power cannot 
be questioned. Further, admittedly these workmen have n n<’e 
on raising the demands frequently by making representations 
to the Coiporation and some of them have not at all been 
given final replies with regard to their renresentations. In 
Western India Match Co., vs. Western India Workers' Union 
it has been laid down that the mem fact that there has be-rn 
a lapse of time, the Government had. no power to lefer the 
dispute. So, the ground urged bv the TI Partv that the re- 
ference suffers from laches has to fall vide A.I.R. 1959 fSC) 
1279. Accordingly Issue No 3 is answered in the negative 
nnd against the TI Partv — Corporation. 

69. Issue No. 4 : 

The Corporation have again contended that the plea of 
discrimination alleged bv the workers is not tenable saving 
that in view of the wordings of the points of dispute calling 
upon this Tribunal to decide whether denial of the benefit* 
is justified and so on. The II Party has contended that the 
justification or otherwise of the alleged denial of benefits I® 
to be determined with reference to the existing terms and 
conditions of service as laid down in the rules, regulations, 
orders, settlements, administrative instructions. When these 
piles, have been annljed nniforml" it i- contended the ques- 
tion of discrimination did not arise. It is contended that 
this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to strike down the rule* 
which have force of law an ( 1 reframc the rules and grant 
benefits in view of the limited scone of reference. This 
contention of the TT Partv cannot also be unheld for the 
reasons that the workmen who have sought for some reliefs 
an* b*ne fit s am entitled to allege discrimination and show 
that the Corporation under the verv Standardisation Order 
Fxf M-5 while fixing the wages and other benefit® had 
discriminated from one employe to another placed in a 
similar situation This ptea of discrimination urged hv the 
workmen is onlv a plea which the workmen. are entitled to 
make hut it is for ti-- -vr-W.-c to substantiate the alleged 
discrimination made bv thr Comoration between them and 
the Other em-lovees That h-inrr th» -ositien the Corpora- 
tion i® not inotified in saving that the workmen are harred 
from taking awav snc.h a plea and therefore such a conten- 
tion cannot he unheld Accordingly Tssne No 4 abn is ans- 
wered in the negative and against the Corporation. 

7b. Istaie No. 5 1 

The next important contention of the TT Party Is that in 
view of the subsisting settlement, under 9ert on 18 of *he 
Industrial Disputes Act the present reference Is Invalid. 
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Accoiding to the 11 Party, the Tribunal is only to adjudicate 
upon whether the L.I.C. is justified in denying the increments 
and other reliefs mentioned in the points of dispute. So the 
terms of the reference themselves postulate the existence of 
the terms and conditions of service embodied cither in the 
Older, regulation, settlement or administrative instruction, as 
the case may be, The denial of increments has to be justi- 
fied with reference to the existing terms and conditions of 
service. So the jurisdiction of his Tribunal under Section 
16(4) of the Industrial Disputes Act is thus limited to the 
points of dispute and the inatteis incidental thereto and 
accordingly the Tubunal L not competent to enlarge the 
scope of the points of dispute and make an attempt to ad- 
judicate them. 

It is stated by the Life Insurance Coiporalion that admit- 
tedly there was a settlement in 1974 between the L.I.C. and 
its workmen, including the i Party workmen in the reference. 
Tnc said settlement winch was entered m January 1974 was 
to be ini’orce for four year, Loin 1-4-1973 to 31-3-1977. 
Ihe pic'cnt refcienee has been made on 19-10-1976. So 
dining the period ol settlement, the tcims and conditions 
thunn aic naturally binding on the parties and tbeiefore 
no dispute can be laiscd. It is stated that under clause 12(3) 
ol he settlement of 1974, it is specifically provided that the 
settlement di'po'cs of all the demands raised by ine workmen 
tor ic non ol the tel ms and conditions of service. Clause 1~(4) 
o| ,|-.c set n -men 1 piovided “Except as otherwise Piovided or 
modified by this settlement, the workmen shall continue to 
govern all the terms and conditions of service as set forth 
and regulated by the Life Insurance Corporation of India (built) 
Regulations 1960 as also the administrative instructions issued 
from time to time and they shall subject to the provisions 
thereof including the period of operation specified, be entitled 
to the benefits thereunder". So on the basis of the above 
clause of the settlement, the Corpotation have contended that 
the parties to the said settlement includingthe workmen in this 
dispute had agreed to abide by the terms of the said settle- 
ment. Because one of the terms provided for all the 
demands raised by the workmen stood disposed of and 
further the parties agreed that all other terms and conditions 
shall remain as set forth and regulated by the (Staff) Regula- 
tions 1960 as also the administrative instructions issued from 
time to time. Therefore, the Corporation have contended that 
having regard to the above cxpiess clauses of the settlement 
of 1974 the workmen cannot raise any dispute during the 
period of operation of the settlement. So accordingly the 
Corporation Vehemently conta.nd.ed that in view of the exist- 
ing settlement, the Tribunal cannot adjudicate the questions 
in reference relating to the existing terms and conditions of 
service. It is also argued by the II Party-Corporation that the 
workmen can raise dispute provided that any rule or regu- 
lation is not properly interpreted and therefore thev have 
been deprived of their benefit. On the contrary, the basis 
of the claim of the workmen is on the past practice, break 
in service custom, equity and so on. 

7 1 . The contention of the I Party is that the Corporation had 
rot taken the plea that the reference was bad in view of 
the settlement of 1974 before the Conciliation Officer, It is 
to be mentioned that there is no bar for the Corporation to 
take such a plea even granting that they had no raised the 
plea before the Conciliation Officer. According to Sri MIC. 
Narasimhan for the I Party the dispute relates to the fixing 
of pay and other benefits as on 1-9-1956 and evidently this has 
nothing to do with the terms and conditions of service laid 
down in subsequent settlement. According to him, the ques- 
tion is what is the sendee that should be taken for the pur- 
pose of weightage and Increment. That being the case, this 
is the matter that has arisen to the actions of the Corporation 
in T956 and 1957. When the L.I.C. has admittedly given the 
benefit of past service to a section of its employees it cannot 
be denied to the persons mentioned in the reference. There- 
fore it is urged on behalf of the I Party that the so-called 
settlement of 1974 and the other settlements have nothing 
to do and have no bearinii on the questions that are involved 
in this reference for adjudication. 

72. Issue No. 5 is an important issue which touches the 
very right of the employees to raise a disnute ns hag been 
done in this reference. It is not disputed that there was a 
■settlement betweeen the L.I.C. and its workmen including the 


settlement was to be inforcc for four years from January 
1974. The contention of Sri M. C. Narasimhan is that the 
Co poration cannot place reliance on the said settlement, as 
the same has not been marked as an exhibit, but it is on the 
file in the records and relied upon by both the parties and 
thciefoie the Tribunal is entitled to take that seltlement into 
consideration. That is a settlement under Section 18 read with 
section 2(pj ot the Industrial Disputes Act. The settlement is 
arrived at in the course of conciliation proceedings and 
under Section 18 tend with section 2(p) of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act which is binding on all the workmen as it is a 
settlement airped at in the cour-e of conciliation proceed- 
ings. It was also in force on the date of 1 he p e r cu iclc,c.ice 
to this Tribunal in the year 1976. As rightly contended on 
behalf ot the Corporation that in view of clause 12(3) and (4) 
of the said settlement all the demands laiscd by the workmen 
for revision ol terms and conditions of their service had been 
disposed of, Fuithcr it had been agreed by the workmen that 
they shall continue to be governed that all the teinis and 
conditions of service as set loith and regulated by the 1-lf ~ 
Insurance Corporation (Staff) Regulations of I960 a, also the 
administrative instructions issued fiom time to time during 
the period of opeiation of the settlement, ft y title that the 
settlement of 1974 was in force in 1976 when the icfciuice 
has been made to this Tribunal, Even at pre°cn. the tc its 
and conditions of the said settlement of 1974 aie deemed to 
be in force as they have not been xpe Jficilly canceled by 
terminating the tcims and conditions of settlement by tidier 
of the parties. Ihcicfoic there cannot be any controvsisy that 
the f Paily workmen who are also patties to 15)74 settlement 
and who had been agreed to the letms theicunder were bound 
by the terms of that settlement as it was a settlement tin 'cr 
Section 18(3) of the fndusti ial Disputes Act. 

73. Even at present the said settlement of 1974 cannot he 
said to have been expired as no notice of its termination has 
been admittedly issued by either of the parties to the clher. 
As laid down in a recent decision of the Supreme Court 
in 1980 Lab. I.C. 1218 the settlement continues to regulate 
the relations between the parties till it is icplaced by a new 
one. The Supicme Court has also ruled in the said decision 
that after the expiry of the specific period contractually or 
statutorily fixed perod of operation of an award, settlement 
is replaces the previous one, the same does not become non 
est, but continus to be binding until a new contract or an 
award replaces the previous one, the former settlement or 
award will regulate the relations between the parties. Hence 
the settlement of 1974 which has not yet been terminated by 
either of the parties although its terms expired is still in 
force and therefore binding on all the workmen of L.I.C. 
including the I Party workmen, Hence, the I Parly workman 
are governed only under the standardisation order, bv the 
present terms and conditions of service. 

74. At this juncture, it is relevant to point out that us 
seen from the various exhibits marked on behalf of the I 
Party workmen, the I Party workmen were individually and 
collectively making representations to the Corporation to give 
them the various benefits by taking into account their past 
service in Ihe various departments other than the insurance 
Department of the M.G.T.D. and accordingly given them bene- 
fits of weightage and graduate Increments and so on. The 
Corporation had replied to some of those representations by 
rejecting them. This shows that prior to 1974 right from 
1-9-1956 the I Party workmen were agitating for getting ihe 
reliefs and benefits sought in this reference. The Corporation 
had denied them, endorsements have been given to that effect. 
Even some unions had taken un the cause of the T Party work- 
men before the authorities, still the Corporation had rejected 
their claims. 

75. From this it follows that on the date of the settle- 
ment of 1974 the various demands (claims) made in this 
reference of the I Party workmen had been given up, Still 
the I Party workmen or the union representing them had not 
raised any conciliation pertaining to these very claims and 
demands relating to the erstwhile employees of the M.G.T.D. 
who had stood transferred to L.T.C, from 1-9-1956, This shows 
that the I Party workmen had accpiiesed to the replies given 
by the Corporation rejecting their claims. 

76. Even otherwise, granting that the various demands of 
the I Party workmen made in this reference were subsisting 
inspite of their specific refection or otherwise, nrior to 
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throughout India, under Section 18(3) of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act, the I Party workmen were also bound by the 
terms and conditions of the said settlement of 1974. When the 
claim of the I Party workmen had thus ben settled by virtue 
of the settlement of 1974 wherein it had h&en agreed that 
the said setlement had disposed of all the demands laiscd 
by the workmen for revision of terms and conditions ctf service, 
in my opinion, it is not open to the I Party workmen to 
again raise a dispute regarding the revision of terms and 
conditions of their service when they are agreed (he same to 
he fixed under the provisions of the Standardisation Order. 
Besides, it had also been agreed between the parties (hat Ihe 
workmen shall continue to be governed by all the terms and 
conditions of service^ as set forth under the Life Insurance 
Corporation of India" (Staff) Regulations, 1960. So under the 
settlement of 1974, it was clear that all the existing demands 
of the workmen for revision of terms and conditions of ser- 
vice had been settled and there was an agreement that the 
settlement had disposed of all those demands, that is the 
meaning of a plain reading of clause 12(3) and (4) of (he 
settlement of 1974, The result therefore is the points of dis- 
mite in the present reference pertaining to the demands of 
the workmen for revision of terms and conditions of service 
which had been settled and disposed under the settlement of 
1974. Therefore, the contention of the T.ife insurance Corpora- 
tion that the reference is invalid in view of the subsisting 
settlement of 1974 under Section 18 of the Tndu-trial Dis- 
putes Act, is to be upheld accordingly. Therefore, Issue No. 5 
is answered in the affirmative and in favour of II Party 
holding that the reference is invalid in view of (he setllemen' 
of 1974 and in favour of the IT Party. 

77. Having considered and given findings as above, on the 
5 issues framed in the case, the next and the most impoitant 
point for determination is Ihe points of dispute referred to 
(his Tribunal, The points of dispute are whether the Manage- 
ment of Life Insurance Corporation of India arc justified in 
denyina Increments to the vaiious workmen mentioned in the 
Schedule to the reference. The details of the alleged denial 
of the increment and also the denial of the welghtage to, 
some of the I Party workmen for the reasons mentioned in the 
points of dispute have been found in detail in the points of 
dispute themselves. It is thus seen that the points of dispute 
relate to the justification Or otherwise of their denial by the 
I I.C. to the woikmen — ■ 

(i) denial of weightage for continuous past service ; 

(ii) denial of weightage on account of past service despite 

breaks in service ; 

(iil) denial of weightage on account of war service; 

(Tv) denial of weightage for graduation, 

So when the reference relates to the grant of increments to 
the workmen, weightage on account of continuous past service 
for past service with breaks, for war service besides on 
account of weightage for graduation, it is relevant to consider 
what constitute service. It is the contention of the I Party that 
service in department, other than the M G.I.D. tantamount to 
service with the insurer under the Standardisation Order and 
therefore the same is liable to be taken into account for com- 
putation of increments and fixing of the salary in consequence 
of the same. Admittedly all the T Party workmen were in ser- 
vice of the M.G.l D. on 1-9-1956 on which date the life 
Insurance Corporation Act came into force. On issuance of 
the Standardisation Order as per Ext. M-5. the workmen «cre 
m'veu the ontfdns to absorb themselves in (be service of ‘h’ 
L.T.C, All the I Party workmen have onted to the same If 
any employee of the M, G.I.D. had refused to accent and 
give consent ns nrovided under the Standardisation Order for 
'amjnuing ns an employee of the L.T.C. , the I T.C. hr.d a 
■■'chf even to terminate their services, of course, after cnmrdv- 
me certnin formalities required under the Stnndardlsa'ion 
Crder. When once the T Party workmen did opt end gave 
consent to he absorbed ns employees of the L.T.C. all the 
provisions of the L.I.C. Act and the piovisions of the said 
order were annlicnble to them Their services were liable to 
be governed subsequent to 1-9-1956 onlv under ihe provisions 
L.I.C. Act and also the orders, regulations ns made thereunder 
as web as the administrative instructions issued bv +he Coroc e- 
tion. The I Party workmen were well aware of these Vgn] 
e.osi'n'ons consequent to their transfer from the At O I.D ‘o 
I I.C. Later, as nrovided under the Standardisation Order the 
salaries of the workmen are fixed taking into consldern'ion, 
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their service with the pievious insurer, ns per clause 6 ol the 
Standardisation Older. In the beginning, viz, at the time when 
the salaries of the I Parly were fixed under the Standardisation 
Order, ‘the details of which are given above in several para- 
graphs of the Claim Statement and (he Counter Statement, the 
I Party workmen have not admittedly challenged the same It 
is only after some years when the L. 1. C. had fixed the sahmes 
of some other employees placed the same situation by giving 
weightage and fixing their salaries at higher rate they have 
made individual representations to the Management. 

78. For purpose of considering the claims of the 1 Party 
workmen, it is of utmost importance to consider and deal how 
far their claims for granting of their weightage on account of 

several grounds i.c., on account of past service, on account of 

service with breaks, on account of war service, on account of 

graduation are tenable. Let us lake the claim regarding the 

granting of weightage for the past service. In this context, it 
is to be noted that admittedly many of the 1 Party workmen 
before actually joining the M. G. I. D. had worked in several 
departments of erstwhile Mysore Government, such as. Food, 
Forest and in case of some workers, there were breaks in 
their past services when they actually joined the M- G. I. )-. 
As already stated, the details of the past service and the details 
of the breaks that had occurred in the serv ices of the I Party 
workmen have been mentioned in detail above. There is no 
dispute also with regard to the actual period of break in service 
in the case of several workmen. Lhat break in service varied 
from workman to workman, rang'ng from one day to 
several months. 

99. The main contention put forward by the I Party work- 
men is that when they were transferred to the L. T. C. as they 
were working in the M. G. I. D. their service conditions had 
been governed under the Mysore Services Regulations and 
therefore those service conditions should be protected. It is 
the contention that under the Mysore Services Regulations 
under clause 263. their past service in the departments other 
than the M. G. T. D. was to be counted as continuous service 
in spite of breaks for purposes of gratuity, pension, leave and 
ennting of weiehtaoc increments. It is on this bin's the I Party 
have now claimed lhat their past service with or without breaks 
In the several denartments other than the M. G.I.D. should 
be takeo as continuous service and accordingly its benefits 
should be given for the purpose of granting increments and 
weightage etc. 

80. On the contrary, the IT Party Corporation has vehemen- 
tly contended That under the Standardisation Order, the sala- 
ries of the I Party workmen weie fixed taking into conside- 
ration iheh rast service onlv with the nrevious insurer, namclv, 
the Mvsore Oovernment Insurance Department. In other wo'ds 
(heir confen'ion is that it was only the service with the nrevious 
insurer that they were bound to take into consideration and 
not the servire rendered bv the workmen i" variou- o*het 
denartments other than the M.G.T.D. The Corporation aLo 
have contended that in case of several T Party workmen us 
admitted bv bo‘h the parties breaks in (be service bad occurred 
fo, severs] rnon(hs and therefore their continuous service was 
taken from <h" date of each emnlovec actually Joining ih n 
M G.T.D. and therefore it is contended bv the II Party that 
the past service that required to be taken for consideration in 
the matter of hxinw of their salaries, it was onlv with the 
service with the previous insurer viz,, the M.G.T.D. and no 
other service could be taken into account us thcie were admit- 
tedly breaks ranging from two days to two months. In support 
of their contention, the IT PHrtv have relied nnon a decision of 
(he Supreme Court in Civil Anpeal No. 769/62 II , T. C of 
India vs. K. R. Krishnamurthy) . It is a case- that had arisen 
between K R KMshnamurthv who was also an emntovee of 
the M G t D before b» wars transferred to the T .T.C. 
and the Life Insurance Corporation of Tndia. The main ques- 
tion for determination by the Court in that case was what wa» 
the service that had to he taken into consideration in respect of 
an employee transferred from ihe M. Ci. T. D. to L, I. C foT 
pnrno--e of continuity Tt is observed by the Supreme Court 
that reads ns follows: 

“Sub-section (11 of Section 11 of the Act nrovides that 
every whole time employee of an insurer whose 
Life Insurance business has been transferred to the 
life Innn mice Corporation and who whs cmnloved 
hv the insurer wholly or mainly in connection with 
his controlled business immediately before the nnnofn- 
ted day shall, on or from the appointed dav. become 
an employee of the Corporation, and shall hold his 
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office therein by the same tenure, at the same remune- 
ration and upon the same terms and conditions and 
with the same rights and privileges as to pension 
and g. atuity and other matters as he would hare 
held the same on the appointed day if this Act had 
not been passed,” 

I he dispute in that case related to over the intci prt tation 
of the words “service with the previous insurci" occuiring in 
the administrative orders. The II Party Corporation contended 
that in that case before the Supreme Court that the ptopei 
interpretation of the words "service with the previous insurer” 
is service in the insurance business of the insurer m a case 
where, as in the present case the insurer had the other u-tl- 
vides ulso. The L, i. C. further contended that the service of 
the appellant in that case “K, R. Krishnamurthy" in the Taluk 
Office or in the food department, was not scrv ce with the 
previous insurer. The Supreme Court ultimately agreed with 
the contention of the L.I.C. as an interpretation of the Regula- 
tion regarding the words “service with the previous insurer". It 
also pointed out that under Section 11 of the Act only those 
employees of the insurer who were employed “who'ly or mainly 
in connection with his controlled business immediately before 
the appointed day” that automatically pass into the service of 
the Corporation. The Supreme Court has also slated that Sec- 
tion 11 Of the Act deals with persons employed immediately 
before the appointed day and is concerned with the transfer 
of the service with these people of the L. I, C., it certainly in- 
dicates what kind of the emyloyces of the previous insurer is 
contemplated by the Act. That kind consists of persons who had 
been wholly or mainly employed in the life insuinncc business 
of the insurer. With other employees of the insui er the Act 
is not concerned. When, therefore. Orders were issued undei 
the powers conferred by the Act concerning the services of the 
employees of previous insurer and the words “service with 
the previous insurer”, are used, it is plain that they cun only 
refer to service in the insurance business wi h the previous 
insurer, 

81. From the ruling in this decision, it is clear that previous 
service means “service with the previous insurer" and that too 
wholly or mainly connected with the life insurance business 
of the Mysore Government, namely, the service only in Ihe 
M.G.I.D. 

82. Further the L.I.C. have also contended that the Central 
Government under Section 11(2) of the Act in order to secure 
uniformity might alter the scales of remuneration and other 
terms and conditions of service Hnd fix the new scales of pay 
of the transferred employees under the Standardisation Order 
to secure uniformity in relation to all the transferred emp- 
loyees. 

83. Sri M. C. Narasimhan on hehalf of the I Party conten- 
ded that although it is true that the word “service wi h the 
previous insurer” had been defined as referring to the service 
rendered in the life Insurance business of the previous insurer, 
the samo has to be understood in the context of the facts which 
were in controversy in K. R. Krlshnamurthy’s case. According 
to him. in K, R. Krishnamurthy’s case, the Supreme Court has 
dealt with the question of promotion of employees to a higher 
post and not with regard to the conditions of service in the 
matters of fixinR remuneration of the transferred employees 
and granting of weightage, Increment, etc. Having contended 
accordingly Sri M. C. Narasimhan argued that the ruling in 
K. R. Krishnnmurthy’s case can very well be distinguished 
from the facts of this case. But it Is not possible to ug'-ee 
with the above arguments of Sri M, C. Narasimhan and restrict 
the definition of the paid service of an employee only for a 
limited purpose and extent. 

84. Sri M. C. Narasimhan for Ihe I Party has vehemently 
urged that before the decision in K. R. Krishnamurthy’s 
case while fixing the remuneration and the "cnles of nav ol 
several other employees who had been transferred from (he 
M.G.I.D. to L.T.C. had fixed the salary at higher scale givino 
weightage to the past service even though there was hieak 
in the sendee taking into account the service of the errmlnvee 
In other denartments of the Mysore Government other th m 
the M G.I D. Therefore when the L.I.C. had «o fixed fh-i 
scales and given the benefit of past service with Veaks the 
same had been denied to the T Partv workmen and thus (("■'» 
was denial of Justice ‘0 them. But the answer of 'he Itr, 
is and ns sworn fo before this Tribunal by Cri Dh-krn 
(MW-1) Hint. such instances had occurred and that had hern 
done bv mistake When the Corporation came to know 
of the mistake it had committed in fixing the scales of some 
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employees like M.A.V. Sharma by giving him the benefit of 
past service with the other department, the L.I.C. withdrew 
the benefit given to him and in trie case ol some other emp- 
loyees it left the matter as it was any action taken m that 
regard would have resulted m me reduction m the i enumera- 
tion of some employees and that was done at the instance 
of some unions. MW-1 Dhakras has defined that 

the mistake the L. 1. t. . had come to know of 

it had committed only after the judgement ot 
L, R. Krishnamurthy’s case. Anyway admittedly by mistake 
of officers of the L.I.C., renmnei ation of some of the 

employees had been fixed at higher iat c by giving them bene- 
fits of weightage even for tlrcir past service other than the 
service ill the M.G.I.D. When the L I.C. had vvilhdiuwn 

the benefits so given on its coming to know of its mistake 
as sworn to by MW-1, his explanation has to be accepted as 
reasonable. Moreover, some acts done by the II Parly by 
mistake which had later on been rectified cannot be a ground 
for the I Paity workmen to claim the benefits now claimed 
in this icfercme on the giound that when L.I.C. had fixed 
the remuneration of some other employees on n higher scale, 
the same should be granted to them even now. The L.I.C. 
can not be directed to commit the same mistake once again. 
There is no substance in this plea of the I Party and to raise 
it even at this distance of time particulaily in view of the 
judgement of K. R. Krishnamurthy’s case. It is also contended 
on behalf of the I Party that under Ait. 263 (d) of the Mysore 
Services Regulations, interruption or break in service occurred 
only in cases falling under the said Aitic'e and the My 1 ore 
Government had recognised such sei vices in break as conti- 
nuous service. It is also contended that in spite of break in 
service in case of B. Vasudcva Rao it had been treated as 
continuous sendee for purpose of gratuity and pension. It 
is true that under the Mysore Services Regulations Past break 
in service had been counted for purpose of gt atuity and pen- 
sion. But there is no material placed on lecord proving that 
such past break in service had been treated as continuous 
service even for the purpose of granting weightage incre- 
ments bv the Mysore Government. Even undei Ext. W-2ff. 
the L.I.C. had taken the break in service in respect of B. 
Vasudeva Rao only for the purpose of calculation of pension 
and was given an endorsement that his claim for purpose of 
granting weightage increments had been tcjeclcd. The various 
exhibits produced by the I Party reveal that the Mysore Gov- 
ernment under Art. 263(d) of the M.S.R had counted the 
break in service onlv for the purpose of pension and not for 
weightage increments. At any rate, there is no material placed 
by the I Partv saying that the Mysore Government bad 
counted break In service for the purpose of granting weightage 
increments. 

85. From the above, it is clear that (he contention of the 
U Party-Corporation is based mainly on the decision of 
K. R. Krishnamu thy’s case bv the Supreme Court and other 
facts that the past service meant service wholly with the 
previous insurer. In other words, the service rendered bv an 
employee with the previous insurer, namely, (he M.G T.D. 
that was entitled to he taken into consideration and neenrdinn- 
Iv the nefion of the T.T.C. taking the service of the 1 Paitv 
on’y with the M.G.I.D. is thus justified. 

86. The I Party have also claimed weightage increments on 
ground of war service. Some of the workmen having served 
in the cistw'hile Mysore State Armv had joined the M.G.I.D. 
and that they have claimed that their seivicr in war must 
he taken into account for the nurrutse of granting weightage 
increments. It is contended by the Corporation that intic- 
ments gran'ed by the Mvsore Government in iecogni*ion 
of the war service rendered bv its servants have all protected 
under clause 6 of (he Standardisation Ordc while fixing 
their remuneration. In other words whatever benefits the 
Mysore Government bad granted on account of war service to 
its employees have all been protected. Accordingly the ( or- 
poration have contended that again on such employees be- 
coming employees of the L.I.C, cannot claim benefits on 
the same grounds for the purpose of granting weightage incre- 
ment claiming that the service Tendered in vv's must n'so be 
taken as continuous service whh the service in the M.G.I.D 
and accordingly they be granted weightage increments by 
giving that benefits. The Corporation has again refuted (he 
claim of recognising and taking ini a account 'he war service 
also for the purpose of granting weightage increment, as past 

divine on the decision in K R Krishnamurrhy’s case 
wherein it has been held that the service meant onlv r ervice 
with the nrevious insurer, namely. MG. ID. and not sendee 
rendered in any o’her departments of the Mysore Govern- 
ment o- Army service. 



1401 


['■h'r 11 — 3(ii)] ^ TR ' TSr 

87. The next claim remains to be considered is with repaid 
to the claim for weightage on account of graduation. 1 he 
contention of the Corporation i; that the L.t.C. granted 
increments for graduation to employees who had graduated 
puor to the formation of the Life Insurance corporation on 
the basis of L\t. M-2. Ext. M-2 is a document wherein the 
L.I.C. has fixed conditions foi grant ol giaduation increment • 
to employees who had passed first Degree Examination tuning 
the perio'd 19-1-1936 and 31-8-1958. The conditions laid 
down in Ext. M-2, according to the Corpoiation, have been 
uniformly applied and increments have been granted. One 
of the conditions prescribed under Ext. M-2 is thai two 
increments will be gi anted to the employees if they had not 
lcceived any benefit for passing graduation. Again consequent 
on passing the giaduation, salary had been increased or 
highci grade had been given, no increments for graduation 
weie allowed. It is also submitled that WW-1, WW-2 and 
VVW-7 had been given higher fixation of pay on account of 
their graduation in tcims of Ext. M-3 the ordei of ihe Gov- 
ernment of Mysore. As per Ext, M-3. all the Second Division 
Clerks who became graduates subsequent lo their appointment 
weic fixed at Rs. 60 per month in the scale of pay of 
Rs. 40-2-50-3-80. Thus the highei fixation at Rs, 60 resulted 
in benefit of more than 3 increments in all the cases lo these 
I Party workmen in this reference. So, Ihc Corporation has 
contended that on account of this reason only viz. that all 
the I Party workmen have given the benefit of higher scale 
of pay which was more than granting to 2 increments to gradu- 
ates, The another important contention of the Coipoialion in 
this tegard is that if any workman had lcceived the benefit 
for becoming a graduate, benefit on the same ground cannot 
be granted once again and in other words an employee cannot 
get benefit of graduation increments two times in scivice and 
this reason, in my opinion, stands to reason. As some of the 
I Party workmen had already been fixed the higher scale of 
pay on their having become graduates, which benefit amount- 
ed to more than 2 increments given by the 1 T.C, the L.T.C. has 
not granted them any weightage increment on account of 
giaduation, and its action is to be upheld accoidingly. 

88. Thus foi the grounds discussed above, the I Party wor- 
nten are not entitled weightage increments for continuous 
past service, for breaks in past service and for war service as 
their pasi service, break in service and war service was not 
service with the previous insurer, namely, M.G.I.D which 
alone was the service entitled to be taken for the purpose 
of giuntmg-weighlage increments by the L.I.C. in the light 
of the definition of past service and continuous service and 
service in the C.f.C. by the Supreme Court in K. R. Krish- 
namurthy's case The concerned I Party workmen arc also 
not entitled for weightage on account of graduation, as 
their pay scales had already been fixed from scale of Rs. 40 
to scale of Rs. 60 on account of their having become gradu- 
ates and therefore they are not entitled to the benefit of 
graduation increments for the second time in their service 
Therefore, it is held that the Management ot Life Insurance 
Corporation of India, Bangalore Division, are justified in 
denying the iiicrcmcnls on account of weightage, increments 
on account of past service, increments on account of war 
service and increments on account of graduation to the 1 
Party workmen mentioned in the Schedule to the points of 
dispute. Accordingly the following Award is passed : — 

AWARD 

In view of (he above, an Award is passed holding that 
the management of Life Insurance Corporation of Tndia, 
Bangalore Division are justified in denying increments on 
account of weightage for contiuous past service, increments 
on account of past service despite breaks, two Increments on 
account of weightage for war service and two increments 
on account of weightage for graduation to the several I 
Party workers whose names are mentioned in the Schedule 
of the Order of Reference. Ordered accordingly. No order 
ns to costs. 

H. SHANMUKHAPPA, Presiding Officer 

Dated 7-4-81 

G S.I. [No. L-1701 1/7/76-D. IV(A>] 

NAND LAL Desk Officer. 

True Copy 
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New Delhi, the 23rd April, 1981 

S. O. J340. — In pursuance of section 17 of (he Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Cen'ral Govern- 
ment Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur, in the industiial dis- 
pute between the employers in relation to the management 
of West Jhngrakhund Colliery, Western Coalfields Limited, 
P. O. Jhngrnkhand, District Surguja (MP) and (heir work- 
men, which was received bv the Central Government on the 
16th April, 1981. 

BEFORE SHRI A. G. QURLSHI M.A. LLB, PRESIDING 

OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR (M.P.) 

Case No. CGIT/LC<RX44)/1980 

PARTIES : 

Employers in relation to the management of West Jha- 
grakhand Colliery of Western Coalfields Limited, 
P. O. Jhagrakhand Colliery, District Surguja <M,P.) 
represented by the General Secretary, Azad Koyla 
Shiamik Sahha, P.O. Jhagiakhand, District Sujguja 
(M.P.). 

APPEARANCES : 

For workman — Shri R. C, Bajpai, Advocate. 

For Management — Sbri P. S. Nair, Advocate. 

INDUSTRY : Coal DISTRICT ; Surguja fM.P.) 

Dated, March 24th, 1981 
AWARD 

In exercise of its power conferied by Clause 10(l)(d) of 
the Indu trial Disputes Act 1947 (Act No. 14 of 1947) 
(he Government of India in the Ministry of Labour ht* 
referred the following dispute to this Tribunal, for adjudica- 
tion, vide Notification No. L-22012 (39J/79-Q. IV(B) dated 
26th July 1980 : — 

“Whether the action of the management of West Jhagra- 
khand Colliery of Western Coalfields Limited. Post 
Office Jhagrakhand, Distiict Surguja (Mudhya 
Pradesh) in terminating the services of Shri Ram- 
jiwan S/o Ringhoo, Timber Mazdoor was justified ? 
If not, to what relief is the concerned workman 
entitled ?’’ 

2. Parties filed their pcadings on which issues were framed 

on 14-11-1980 and the case was fixed for admission und 

denial of documents on 17-11-1980, on which date parties 

admitted or denied the documents. The case was, then 
fixed for evidence on 9-1-1981. The Union examined the 
workman on the question of validity of enquiry on the 
date of evidence but the management sought an adjournment 
which wag allowed and the case was fixed for 7-2-1981. 
Again the management sought art adjournment on (he 
ground that the witnesses could not reach Jabalpur. The 
case was again adjourned for 17-3-1981. On 17-3-1981 
Shri P. S. Nair, Advocate for the management, filed the 
Memorandum of Settlement and verified the signatures of 
the parties to the settlement duly signed by Shri J. K. 
Ghosh, Personnel Manager, Western Coalfields Limited 

Jhagrakhand Area and Shri B. Boral, General Secretaiy, 

Azad Koyala Shramik Sabha (UTUC) Jhagrakhand Colliery, 

3. I have perused the terms of the settlement dated 5*8 
February 1981, by which it ha s beep agreed that Shri 
Ramjiyawan S/o. Raghoo shall be reappointed as BadlJ Tim- 
ber Mazdoor at West Jhagrakhand Colliery with immediate 
effect. Shri Ramjivawan shall report for duty within 7 days 
from the date of signature of the settlement. The workman 
shall not claim any back wages or continuity of service. Parties 
further agreed that in view of the settlement arrived at 
between the parties the reference pending before this Tri- 
bunal shall stand withdrawn. The above terms of settle- 
ment appear to be fair, reasonable and beneficial to the 
workman and the Union. Hence I give my award in terms 
of the settlement arrived art between the parties. The terms 
of settlement shall form part of this award, 

A. G. QURESHT, Presiding Officer 

24-3-1981. 


[No. L-22012(39) /79-D. IV(B)] 



1402 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA; MAY 2, 1981/VADAKIlA 12, 1903 


FORM-H 
(See Rule-58) 

MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT 

PARTIES 

1. J. K. Ghosh, — For the Management of West 

Personnel Manager, Jhagrakhand Colliery, WCL., 

\VCL, Jhagarakhand Area Jhagrakhand Area, 

Distt. Surguja (MP). 


Vs. 

2. B. Boral — For Workman. 

Gcnl, Secretary, 

Azad Koyalw Shannik Sab ha, 

(UTUC), Ihagrakhand Colliery. 

Short Recital of the case 

Vide dispute No. CGIT/LC|R)44|1980 da'ed 31-7-1980, 
the cas e of Shri Ramjiyawan S/o. Righoo was teferre'd to 
the Central Government Industrial Tributral-cum-Labour 
Couit, Jabalpur for adjudication. In the meantime, both 
the paities discussed the case- mutually and after prolonged 
di cussion, the following settlement was arrived at : 

Terms of Settlement 

1. Agreed that Shri Ra'mjiyawan S/o. Righoo shall be 
re-appointed as Badli Timber Mazdoor at West Jhagrukhand 
Colliery with immediate effect, Shri Ramjiyawan shall re- 
port for duty within 7 days from the date of signature of 
this settlement. 

2. Agreed that the- workman concerned shall not claim 
any back wages or continuity of service. 

3. Agreed that in view of the settlement arrived Ht, the 
i cferencc pending befoie the Central Govt. Industrial Tri- 
bunal-cum- Labour Court, Jabalpur, stands withdrawn. 

4. Agreed that this settles the claim of the union fully 
<ind finally. 

Signature 

Representing Management Representing UnionJWorkman 

1, (I. K. Ghosh) Sd/- 5-2-81. 1. B, Boral— Sd/- 5-2-81 

Peisonnel Manager, General Secretary, 

WCL, Jhagrakhand Area. Azad Koyala Shramik Sabha 

t y (UTUC), Jhagrakhand Colliery. 

Place : South Jhagrakhand. 

Date : 5th February 1981. 

Witnesses : — 

1. Sd/- 5-2-81 

2. Sd/- 5-2-1981. 


S.O. 1341, — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur, in respect of a com- 
plaint under Section 33A of the said Act filed by Shri Bhagwat 
Prasad, CoaI-Cut(cr Machine Operator, Bank! Colliery of 
Western Coalfields Limited, against the management of Western 
Coalfields Limited Banki Colliery, Banki Mongra, District 
Bilaspur, which was received by the Central Government on 
the 16th April. 1981. 


[Pari 11— St.c, 3(ii)] 


BEFORE SHRI A. G, QURESHI, M.A..LL.B., PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR (M.P.). 

Case No..CGIT/LC(A)(2)/1980. 

PARTIES : 

Shri Bhagwat Prasad S/o Mohar Say, Coal Cutter 
Machine Operator, Banki Colliery, P.O, Banki 
Mongra, Distt. Bilaspur (M.P.).- — Applicant. 

Versus 

The Sub-Area Manager, Western Coalfields Limited, 
Banki Sub-Area. P.O. Banki Mongra. Distt. Bilaspur 
(M.P.).— Non-applicant, 

APPEARANCES ; 

For Applicant.- — Shri Rambilash Sobbnath. 

For Non-applicant — Shri P. S. Nair, Advocate. 

INDUSTRY : Coal DISTRICT : Bilaspur (M.P.) 

AWARD 

Dated, March 23, 1981 

This is a complaint filed by Shri Bhagwat Prasad, Coal 
Cutter Machine Operator, Banki Colliery of Western Coal- 
fields Limited, Banki Mongra, District Bilaspur under sec. 33A 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (arising out of a case 
no. 25/79 pending befoie this Tribunal for adjudication) 
against the Sub-Area Manager, Western Coalfields Limited, 
Banki Sub-Area, P.O. Banki Mongra, District Bilaspur. 

2. The complaint of the complainant Is that the complainant 
was woiking in Mine No. 5/6 at Banki Colliery. Duiing the 
pendency of a Reference case no. CGIT/I.C(R) (25 ) /79 the 
Sub-Area Manager Banki Colliery vide letter No. WCIY BNK / 
E /Notice /1 8375-81 dated 18-4-1980, retired him from service 
illegally on the ground that the complainant had completed 
the age of superannuation i.c. 60 years. According to the 
managements own record, the complainant’s date of birth is 
20-4-1919, which means that he had already completed the 
age of 60 yeuvs in 1979. Hence the question of his retire- 
ment in 1980 docs not arise. The management has made 
cuttings and overwritings in the complainant’s service sheet. 
The complainant has further contended that there is no 
provision in the W.C.L. (N.C.D.C. ) Standing Orders to re- 
tire a person on attaining the age of 60 years. The manage- 
ment gave a year’s notice in July, 1979 to a workman, 
Shri Purandas, Watchman to retire him from 8th July, 1980, 
whereas the complainant has been given only a month’s 
notice. Further the management of Western Coalfields 
Limited, Surakachar Colliery, has employed a retired Eoco 
Driver of a Railway which is illegal. The management has 
neither taken permission under Sec. 33(1) before retiring him 
nor has sought approval from the Tribunal under Sec. 33(2) 
(b) of the I.D. Act. The complainant, therefore, prayed 
that the order dated 18-4-1 979 passed bv the management 
retiring him from service be declared hs void and the manage- 
ment be directed to pay full back wages from 18th April, 
1979. 

3. The Non-applicant management has resisted the 
complaint and has submitted that the complainant was ap- 
pointed at Korba Colliery on 21-4-1958 as Coal Cutter 
Machine Operator and was transferred from Korba Colliery 
to Banki Colliery on 7-10-1967. Accordingly a superannua- 
tion notice was served on Shri Bhagwat Prasad on 18-3-1980 
as he completed 60 years age on 21-4-1980. The manage- 
ment has a right to retire an employee at the age of 60 
years as the management of Western Coalfields limited lava 
fixed the age of superannuation as 60 years for its employees 
as per Wage Board Recommendations. The management 
has denied the allegations about the recording of his date 
of birth in the service sheet. The management has admitted 
that there is a correction in the service sheet of the com- 
plainant but It has not put the complainant to any loss nor 
the age of retirement has been decreased. When the Certified 
Standing Orders is silent about issuing termination order to 
an employ for retiring him on attaining the age of 60 years, 
the management haC taken the right action. The complaint 
of the complainant is liable to be dismissed. 

4. On the pleadings of the parties four issues were framed 
on 19-8-1980 and the case waa fixed for evidence of parties. 
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On the request of the representative of the complainant a 
commission was issued to record the evidence at Koiba. 
The Commissioner has recorded the evidence anj submitted 
its report. Parties did not object to the report submitted by 
the Commissioner, Thereafter Shii Nair, Advocate for the 
management, stated on 15-11-1980, that the management had 
sought permission to examine one witness before the com- 
mission. Since the witness of the management could not be 
examined before the Commissioner the prayer was allowed 
by this Tribunal and the case was fixed for Management's 
witness on 8-1-1981. After another adjournment by the 
management both the parties appeared on 5-2-1981 and sub- 
mitted that there is a likelihood of mutual settlement hence 
28-2-1981 was fixed for filing of mutual settlement which 
they did on 28-2-1981. 

6. 1 have perused the terms of settlement incorporated in 
the petition signed by the Counsel of the management and 
the representative of the complainant. The terms of the 
settlement arc as under : — 

(i) Management will provide employment to Shri Bhagwat 
Prasad fium 4-3-1981 till 20th April, 1982. 
Shri Bhagwat Prasad will stand retired from service 
from 21st April, 1982. He shall not raise any 
dispute regarding his age or claim service from 21st 
April, 1982 onwards. 


(ii) That the period of absence from duty from 21st 
April 1980 till 4th March, 1981, will he treated as 
leave without pay, without affecting the continuity of 
service. For this period he shall neither he entitled 
to wages nor any benefit whatsoever. 

(iii) Shri Bhagwat Prasad and his duly authorised repre- 
sentative accept the above terms in full and final 
settlement of his claim from the Management and 
shall not raise any dispute on the subject. The 
parties shall not treat this dispute as a precedence 
and accept that this agreement has been entered into 
on the special consideration for the facts and 
circumstances of the case. 

The parties have submitted that an award be given in terms 
of the above settlement. Since the parties have settled the 
dispute mutually the terms of which appeal to be fair, reason- 
able and beneficial to the complainant, I give my award 
accordingly. Parties shall bear their own costs. 

23-3-1981. A. G. QURESHI, Presiding Officer. 

[No. L-22014(1)/81-D,1V(B)] 

S.O. 1342. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industii.il 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the following award of the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur, in the industiial dis- 
pute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Newton Chicldi (B) Colliery of Western Coalfields Limited 
Pench Area, Madhya Pradesh and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on the 16th April, 1981. 


BEFORE SHRI A, G. QURESHI, M.A..LT..B., PRESIDING 

OFFICER, CFNTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR (M.P.). 

Case No. CGIT/LC(R) (2D/1980. 

PARTJES : 

Employers in relation to the management of Newton 
Chickli (B) Colliery of Western Coalfields Limited, 
Pench Area and their workmen represented through 
the Fiesident, Samyukta Khadan Mawdoor Sangh 
(AITUC), P.O. Chandametta, District Chhindwara 
(M.P.J, 

APPEARANCES : 

For Employer.— Shi i P. S. Nair, Advocate. 

For Union.— Shri P. K. Thakur. Advocate. 

INDUSTRY . Coal DISTRICT ; Cbhindwain (MP) 


Dated March 25, 1981. 

AWARD 

By Notification No. L-22015(2) /79-D.IV(B ), dated 
25-3-1980 the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of the powers conferred by Clause 10(1) (d) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947) has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal, for adjudication : — 

“Whether the acceptance of resignation dated 27-10-1978 
of Shri Surcsh Kumar Seth, Overman, Newton 
Chickli (B) Colliery, Pench Area, Wcstein Coal- 
fields Limited, by the management of 10-12-1978 
was legally unjustified ; if so, what would lie the 
relief 7" 

2. The cjse of the Union in short is that the concerned 
workman Shri Suresh Seth was employed as an Overman in 
the Newton Chicldi (B) Colliery until 10-12-1978, when 
the resignation offered by Shri Suresh Seth on 27-10-1978 was 
accepted by the management. Earlier to 26-1-1978 
Shri Suresh Seth was an active worker of B.M.S. and was 
actually engaged in the trade union activities as an important 
office bearer of B.K.K.M.S, Later on he left the leadership 
of (hat Union and joined the S. K. M. Sangh. He is the 
President of the N.C.C. Group of Mines branch of 
S.K.M.S. Shri Suresh Seth was appointed as an Overman cm 
31-5-1972 on a basic salmy of Rs. 245 p.m, before the 
nationalisation. He had a clear record of service all through, 
but being an active and popular trade unionist he found it 
difficult to the management’s line submissively. Thus 
utterly disgusted with the attitude and behaviour oE 
Mr. Tiwari, Pit Manager 8 & 9 Pit of the Colliery he sub- 
mitted resignation pointing out the iiiitating, dispotic action 
of Shri Tiwari. He further submitted that his resignation 
should be accepted within 48 houis, 

3. It has further been averred tha't Shri Seth was called 
after a week of the suhmisrion of his resignation and was 
puisuadej by the Colliery Manager to report on his duties. 
Shri Seth therefore joined his duties on 10-1 1-1978 and from 
27-10-1978 to 10-11-1978 he was marked absent vide letter 
no, B/78/1224 Dated 30-10-1978. Again on 24-11-1978 the 
Colliery Manager sent a Memorandum to Shri Seth asking 
him as to what work he did from 12-8-1978 to 15-11-1978. 
These two letters are more than sufficient to porve that the 
resignation letter dated 27-10-1978 submitted by Shri Seth 
had become infructuous. Then on 10-12-1978 the manage- 
ment sent a letter all of a sudden informing Shri Seth that 
his resignation letter dated 27-10-1978 was accepted with 
immediate effect. The resignation was accepted after 44 
days of its submission, whereas it should have been accepted 
within 48 hours as per the contents of the resignation and 
within one month according to the Certified Standing Orders. 
In any case, acceptance of the resignation letter after the 
lapse of a month is unlawful and makes the order inopera- 
tive. Shri Seth after the receipt of the letter accenting his 
resignation, sent a letter to the management on 12-12-1978 
saying that he be allowed to resume his duties. This shows 
that the resignation was no more in existence. 

According to the Union the action of the management is 
only a pretext of firing off the workman for his trade union 
activities and amounts to victimisation. Therefore the order 
of the management accepting the resignation of Shri Suresh 
Seth and terminating his services should be held to be un- 
justified and Shri Suresh Seth be reinstated with back wages 
and all attendant benefits. 

4. The management has justified its action and opposed 
the claim of the Union on the grounds that the concerned 
workman Shri Seth ha ( ) sent a resignation to the manage- 
ment on 27-10-1978 which was accepted bv the management 
on 10-12-1978. The resignation was submitted by Shri Seth 
of his own free will and was accepted by the management 
after due process in the office. It is not obligatory on the 
management to accept the resignation within a month. After 
the acceptance of the resignation Shri Seth served in another 
colliery in Patherkhera Area from 25-1-1979 to 15-2-1979, 
That indicates that his resignation was properly accepted 
and he was not interested in working in Pench Area. Tn his 
statement before the Civil Judge Class II at Chhindwara 
Shri Suresh Seth clearly stated that he served the manage- 
ment upto 10-12-1978. He has not made any allegation in 
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that statement that the acceptance of the resignation was bad 
in law and he continues in service. 

It has further be; n as erred by the management that the 
management would not like to continue in their employment 
any unwilling workman specially whether workman is holding 
a post of trust and confidence and is doing the supervisory 
job. Theiefore the management v. fully tustiiied in 
accepting the resignation of Sliri Smesh Kumar Seth. 

Two legal objections have also been laised, one about the 
competency of the Union to raise the picsent dispute and 
the other challenging the jurisdiction of this Tiibunal to 
decide this dispute on the grounds that Shii Smesh Seth io 
not a workman and that he is not a member of the Union 
which has raised the present dispute. Therefore the Union 
cannot rah; this dispute. 

5. On the above pleadings of the parties the following 
issues vvctc funned by this Tribunal to decide Ibis dispute : — 

ISSUES 

(1) Whether Shri Suresh Kumar Seth was a workman 
and hence this Tribunal has no juiisdiclion to 
decide this dispute ? 

1 2 ) Whether the resignation letter submitted b' the 
workman was a protest letter by t he- workman ? 

(3) Whether after submitting th“ resignation letter 
Shri Seth worked on 10-11-1978 ? 

(4) Whether the resignation was not accepted till 
10-12-1978. If so, its c fleet ? 

(5) Whether resignation became infruetuoils because it 
was not accepted for 44 davs and Shti Seth con- 
tinued to wotk for more than a month after the 
submission of the tesignalion 7 

(6) Whether the acceptance of th c resignation by the 
management is an act of victimisation and unfair 
labour practice ? 

(7) Relief and costs? 

6. Before deciding the aforesaid issues it may be men- 
tioned that by an amendment the management has iiiiscd 
S’ plea that (he Union could not espouse the cause of 
Shri Suresh Kumar Seth because he was not a mcmbci of 
the Union. But the management did not press that objec- 
tion at the time of the arguments and there is no evidence 
on record to show that Shri Seth was not a member of 
the Union. Therefore, I hold that the Union was com- 
petent to raise the present dispute. 

My findings on the Issues with reasons aic as under : — 

7. Issue No. 1.— On this issue Shri Suresh Seth has stated 
that as an Overman he was discharging the dutic> as de- 
tailed in the Mining Regulations, While discharging his 
duties he had to take Map with him before going in the 
mines, to check Safety Lamp and keep the first aid-box 
with him. He used to carry a mining staff with chalk and 
blank papers. He was responsible for the safely of the 
mines. For checking the safety he used to lap the roof 
of the mine with mining staff and ascertain the safety of 
the roof from sound produced by lapping. Same proce- 
dure was adopted for checking sides and floors of the mines, 
He used to check the statement of the shotfircr about the 
consumption of the explosives, If for the safely of the 
mines it was necessary to put the bars across the roof he 
used to make marks for the holes and used to get the 
cross-bars fixed bv the carpenters. If any portion of the 
m.inc was unsafe it was his duty to prevent people in that 
area and manage for immediate repairs. If a man was 
found smoking or drunk in the mine it was his duty 
to report for his removal to the mines Manager and to 
remove himself that man from the mine. 

On the other hand, the witness of the management 
Shri Jain has stated that an overman works in the super- 
visory capacity and he is not required to do his work with 
his own hands. He is incharge of the district and the 
mine, and leave to a workman is granted on his recom- 
mendation. 


8. In view of the aforesaid oral evidence it cannot be 
decided as to whether the Overman is a workman or a 
supervisor because on one hand Shri Suresh Seth states that 
maximum portion of his duty is manual, whereas Shu Jain 
states that it is supervisory. The learned Counsel for the 
management Shii Nair has strenuously argued that aceoril- 
ing to the Coal Mines Regulations an Overman is a super- 
visor therefore he should be treated as a supervisor. On 
the other hand, learned Counsel of the workman Shri P. K. 

1 hah m has addressed detailed arguments strenuously urging 
that Shii Seth should be ticated as a workman because the 
job of Overman was considered by the Majumdar Tribunal 
and the Members of the Tribunal had actually seen the 
working of the mines and then came to a conclusion that 
the Overman are the workmen. For the same reason, the 
management also entered in an agreement with the United 
Association ot INMOSA and MOSA whcicin the manage- 
ment hud agtecd to give all facilities of workmen including 
light of trade union, overtime, wokmen compensation etc. 
to the Overmun/Mining Sirdars. It was further been 
agreed that the management will nut raise in any Couit 
an objection th,i an Overman or a Minining Sirdar is not 
a workman. That agreement is Ex. W/11. 

9. In my view, the concerned workman Sliri Suresh Seth 
is a workman for the following reasons : — 

The Majumdar Tribunal had considered the issue whether 
an Overman should he ti caved as a woikman or a super- 
visor, and as back as in 1954, after considering all the 
aspects of the work of the Overman the Tiihunal came to 
the conclusion that Overmen and Mining Sirdats arc the 
workmen. The Findings of the Tribunal are contained at 
page 152 of the report at paras 562 and 563 which reads as 
under : — 

“562. It is not necessary to tefer in detail to the weight 
of the stick or the number of times the overman 
or mining sirdar taps the roofs. We ate satisfied 
that in respect of the woik that an overman or 
mining sirdar is expected to do, the manual part 
is so considerable that whatever supervision lie 
docs, is necessarily subordinated to the manual 
work. After all for the purpose of administration, 
gradation between employees is unavoidable and 
the duties of a manual worker are not inconsistent 
with a limited amount of supervision and control 
over other employees. 

563, In the result, we hold that overman and mining 
sirdars arc also skilled manual workers." 

The above aw,.'fd has not been superseded or modified by 
any subsequent awaid on this- point. The award has not 
been challenged before any High Court or Supreme Corut 
on this point. No decision of any High Coot or Supreme 
Court has been cited by the management before me showing 
therein that the findings of the Majumdar Awaid holding 
the Overman as a workman is not correct. Therefore, in 
my view, the Majumdat Awaid is still applicable on the 
parties. For the same reasons the management also agreed 
with the Association of the Mining Sirdars and Overmen 
that they will be treated as the workmen for all the benefits 
available to the mine workers and that the management 
shall not raise a plea before any authority that the Mining 
Sirdnrs/Ovcrmcn are not the workmen. Therefore, in view 
of the finding of the Majumdar Award holding Overmen as 
the skilled workmen, I hold that Shri Suresh Kumar Seth 
is a workman. 

10. Issue No. 2. — Before me both the parties have sub- 
mitted that the letter of resignation submitted by the work- 
man was a resignation. Although the resignation, letter 
contained some complaints about the working of the mines, 
still it does not cease to become f; letter of resignation. 
Even the Union has not challenged Ihe action of the manage- 
ment on this ground. The main ground of the Union 
assailing the action of the management is that the accept- 
ance of the resignation was bad in law. Therefore, I hold 
that the resignation letters submitted by the workman was 
not only a protest letter but an offer to resign the post 
which lie was holding. 

11. Issue No. 3. — The Union has pleaded in the state- 
ment of claim that Shri Seth joined his duties on 10-11-1978. 
The management has not specifically denied this averment. 
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The concerned workman Shri Seth has stated that he re- 
joined his duties alter 10 days of the submission of lesigna- 
tion letter and thereafter he worked till 10-12-1978. litis 
statement of Shri Seth has not been rebutted by the manage- 
ment. Thercfoie in view ot the unrebutted testimony ot 
Shri Seth and absence of denial of the pleadings on this 
point by the management 1 hold that Slni Seth joined his 
duties on 10-11-1978 aftei submitting the resignation 
letter. 

12. Issue Nos, 4, 5 & 6. — All these issues arc about the 
legality of the action of the management in accepting the 
resignation, therefoic. they arc being decided together. 

It is undisputed before me that Shi i S. K. Seth had sub- 
mitted the letter of resignation (Fx, M 3) on 27-10-1978. 
The resignation is not conditional. It says that “1 resign 
from my post of Overman form the date 27-10-1978”. 
Resignation bears a note that if his resignation is not ac- 
cepted within 48 hours it shall mean all are involved in 
mal practices. It is also unconlrovcrlcd before me that Ihe 
rerignntion was accepted on 10-12-1978 with immediate 
effect It is also decided in ansv, ei to Issue No. 3 that 
Shri Seth rejoined his duties on 10-11-1978 and work 
at the mines till 10-12-1978. Theiefoie the decision to the 
legality of the action of the management in rtccendnu the 
resignation can he made by answering the following ques- 
tions : — 

fa) Whether joining of duties by Shri Seth on 
1 0- 1 1 - 1 978 would amount to the withdinwal ol 
resignation and whether S'hri Seth was asked to 
join the dulics by the management with art assur- 
ance that the resignation shall be tented as with- 
drawn? 

(b) Whether the non-acceptance of the resignation with- 
in 48 hours of its submission debars the manage- 
ment from accepting it at a subsequent date ? 

(c) Whether non-acceptance of the resignation imme- 
diately after one monlh from the date of its 
submission, makes the resignation infructuous and 
debats the management from accepting it at a 
subsequent date ? 

13. As regards point No. 1, I am of the view merely sub- 

mission of the resignation would not nulormvticnlly biing to 
an end, the services of a workman and therefore even after 
submission of the resignation if the workman works on his 
duty then it will not be presumed that he has withdinwn the 
resignation ; because I ill the resignation is accepted the 

workman is entitled to work at the place of his duty and 

is entitled to get the wages. Further more according by Order 
13(c) of the Oeitified Standing Orders of the management 
a workman is required to give a month’s notice before re- 
linquishing his job, Therefore also at least for a month 
nTter the submission of the resignation Shr.i Seth was re- 
quired to remain present on dntv and sunk or he was to 

give one month's wages to the management in lieu of such 
notice, Therefore joining the duty by Shri Seth on 
10-11-1978 would not amount to withdrawal of the resigna- 
tion. 

About the allegation that the management persuaded 
Shi i Seth to rejoin his duties and treated the resignation as 
wilhdrawn, ] find fiom Ihe evidence (hat although Shii Seth 
has stated that after four days of (he submission of the 
resignation. Shi i Jr.sn Agent of the Colliery rind Shri 
Maehaliar had called him in the office and persuaded him to 
join the duties ; therefore he joined the duties after 10 days 
of the submission of the resignation. But in rebuttal both 
Shri Tain and Shri Maehaliar had categorically denied lo 
have persuaded Shri Seth to rcioin, Shri J ain has slated 
(hat he was on leave from 27th October, 1978 till 9th 
November. 1978, He was not in the office at all and he 
bad no discussion with Shri Seth about his resignation 
Shn Maehaliar has also Mated that till 8lh December he 
had no negotiations with Shri Seth about his resignation 
and he did not give him any assurance thr.< his resignation 
shall not be ncccptel or will not be acted upon. Shri Seth 
came to his office on Kth December 1978 and insisted that 
his resignation should be accepted. He intimated that fact 
to the Agent Shii Ji/n. Shri Maehaliar also states (hat 
Sh-i Jain was on leave from 28th October for about 10 
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davs. Therefore from the testimony of both these witnesses 
it is cleai that Shri Jain was on leave and he was not in 
the office. Therelorc the statement of Shn Seth that 
Shu Jain jnd Shii Maehaliar had called him , in their office 
4 days aftei the submission of his resignation i.e., around 
2nd November, cannot be held to be true. Furthermore, it 
Shii Seth had agreed to tht suggestion foi joining the duties 
by Shu Maehaliar and Shri Jain on 2nd November vvhat 
prevented him lrom joining the duty till 10th of November. 
Shii Seth is not a lity man. He is a Master of Arts and 
a Taiw Giaduafe. A man with sufficient experience in his 
own branch of working. He, according to his own version, 
is a prominent trade union leader. Therefore it is very 
unlikely that having changed his mind about the resigmu- 
tion he would not withdraw it in writing and shall act upon 
the oral assuiances given by the officers of the management 
...gainst whom he had launched a movement alleging mal- 
practices in the working of the mine. So, placing reliance 
on the testimony of the witnesses ol the management T hold 
dial Shii Seth was not peisundcd by the management to 
rejoin his duties and he was also not given any assurance 
that his resignation shall not be accepted or that no action 
shall be taken upon it. 

14. Points No. 2 & 3.— For considering the effect of the 
delay ,in acceptance of the resignation submitted by Shri Seth 
first of all we have to look to the provisions of the Certi- 
fied Standing Oi tiers. Order no. 13(c) of the Certified 
Standing Orders says that no workman shall leave the serveie 
of an cmployei unless notice in writing is given at the 
scale indicated belovv : — 

1. for monthly paid workman — 1 month ; and 

2. for weekly paid workman — 2 weeks ; 

provided that it will be for the employer to relax this con- 
dition and the workman may pay cash in lieu of such 
notice. 

The aforesaid provision in the Standing Orders does not 
anywhere lav down that the management is bound to accept 
the resignation within a period of one month. Tt merely 
says that one month’s notice is necessary, if a workman 
wants to leave the service of an employer. The effect of 
this provision would be that if a workman intends to leave 
the service of the management and gives n month's notice 
to the employer, he is free to quit the job after (he expiry 
o( the period of the notice and claim all the benefits to 
which he is entitled as a result of the relinquishing of the 
job. In care the workman does not give a notice the 
management may treat him unauthorised ly absent and take 
any action according to the Ccitified Standing Order. This 
clause of Ihe Standing Order nowhere says (hat in case of 
a resignation it should be accepted immediately after the 
expiry of the period of notice, otherwise it will become 
infructuous. Actually the clause it-sclf has given the powers 
to the employer to relax the condition of one month’s 
notice. Therefore il could not he said (hat if an action 
bv the management has not been taken after the expiry 
of one month from the date of notice, the notice shall be- 
come infructuous. Tn Rajkumar Vs. Union of India (ATR 
1969 SC p. 180) it has been held that undue delay in inti- 
mating to the public servant the action taken on his re- 
signation may justify an inference that it has not been 
accepted, Even if the resignation was accepted after a few 
davs but the employee was not relieved for a long time 
then it was held to he not matciial, Therefore in view 
of _ the aforesaid authority a delay in accepting the 
resignation or communicating its acceptance would at 
the most mean that the resignation has not been accepted 
till that date and the person is at a liberty to withdraw his 
resignation, Rut the delay in accepting the resignation 
shall not he construed to mean that the resignation ht-.a 
become infructuous. 

U. In the instant case, the management accepted the 
resignation after 44 days of its submission, whereas accord- 
ing to the Certified Standing Orders it could not be accepted 
before 3Q davs of its submission. Therfore, the delay is 
of about 14 days in accepting the resignation. As discussed 
above, no stntutoiy limit is prescribed for accepting the 
resiention. Therefore the delay of 14 davs in accepting Ihe 
resignation is immaterial. The continuance of Shri Seth 
in sci vice till the dale of the acceptance of his resignation 
also does not help the case of the Union, because till the 
acceptance of the resignation the management could not 
stop Shii Seth flora working on his job, as legally, S'hri Seth 
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was entitled to work on his post till the acceptance of the 
resignation. The letter sent by Shri Seth two days after the 
acceptance of the resignation is also of no avail because 
the resignation can be withdrawn only before its acceptance 
and not after. 

16. The aforesaid discussion leads to only one conclusion 
th;.v the management has not committed any illegality in 
accepting the resignation of Shri Seth. Accepting the re- 
signation submitted by an employee by the employer can 
by no stretch of imagination be said to be an act of victi- 
misation unless it is shown that the workman $3s compelled 
by the management to tender the resignation. Therefore, 
the action of the management cannot be held to be one of 
victimisation. 


In the result I answered issues No. 4, 5 & 6 in favour 
of the management. 

17. Issue No. 7. — In view of the decision on issues No. 
4, 5 & 6 it is held that the action of the management in 
accepting the resignation of Shri Suiesh Seth was iegal and 
justified. The workman, Stiresh Kumar Seth, is therefore 
not entitled to any relief, 

A. G. QURFSHI, Presiding Officer 
[No. L-22015(2)/79-D,lV(R)] 
S. S. MEHTA, Desk Officer, 
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